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ABSTRACT 
Culture’s Consequences on Leaderships: Towards a Paradigm 
May 1988 
Nnanyelu E. Ezeh 
B.S. University of Nigeria, Nsukka, Nigeria. 
M.S. University of Hartford, Hartford, Connecticut. 
Ed.D. University of Massachusetts, Amherst, Massachusetts. 
Directed by: Dr. Norma Jean Anderson. 
The absence of a theory of leadership wide enough to accommodate 
study and analysis univerally is constraining. This is more true 
today than ever before, especially in the light of modern trends where 
different countries come together in economic, scientific and other 
ventures. The activities of international and multinational 
organizations are on the increase, in short, we are fast drifting 
towards a global village. 
The above situation therefore demands that effort be made to 
produce a leader knowledgeable enough about his/her own culture and 
that of the others so as to be able to apply such criteria in 
decision-making which will adequately consider differences in the 
cultural values of all concerned. 
The main aim of this study is to introduce and apply a model of 
leadership study that can account for different leadership behaviors 
and patterns found in different cultures. 
The theoretical underpinning that guided the conduct and 
vi 
parameters of the research was the attribution theory introduced by 
Heider, and further refined by others. Aginst this framework, 
Hofstede's dimension of culture was used as an intervening variable 
and leadership styles were reclassified by this researcher. A study 
of this nature called for a multiple approach and therefore data was 
collected through a questionnaire survey for which quantitative 
analysis was done. Secondly, a real life situation was simulated and 
analyzed and interpretations further checked in a feedback session. 
As evident from the findings the theory of leadership study as 
introduced has proved useful in analyzing leadership from different 
cultural perspectives. This theory was used to study leadership in 
three cultures, Nigeria representing the Black Culture, the USA 
representing the Western Culture and China representing the Eastern 
Culture. The capability of this theory was assessed on the basis of 
the following questions. 
1. From this research, do we know anything new? 
2. Are investigations guided by theoretical principles that 
suggest relevant questions? 
3. Are the methodological approaches useful? 
The study has provided something new in that leadership styles 
have been reclassified into Leader in Front, Leader in the Center and 
Leader Behind. As was shown in the study this classification lends 
itself to universal usage thereby eliminating the connotations and 
judgemental meanings inherent in previous classifications (e.g. 
autocratic, democratic and laissez faire). 
vxi 
The study then concluded by reconunending steps needed to further 
purify this theory thereby eliminating certain inevitable shortcomings 
of the theory as used in this work. In addition, recommendations for 
further studies in other related areas were made. 
viii 
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Theorists, researchers, and practitioners in the social sciences 
in an effort to build a science, have knowingly or otherwise 
emphasized certain aspects of the science to the neglect of others. 
A glaring example of this tendency is the failure to acknowledge the 
impact of culture on organizations and on our lives at large. 
Wuthnow, et alia (1984:12) commented on this: 
...Nuts and bolts have replaced hearts and minds. 
In the field of formal organizations, research has 
shifted away from norms and goals to the selective 
rationality of markets and environments. Studies 
of status attainment, one of the more popular 
topics in the social sciences, deal almost entirely 
with formal models of inter and intra-generational 
transmission, even though (ironically) the concept 
of occupational prestige seems an obvious candidate 
for cultural analysis.... 
Hofstede (1980) traced this to such founding parents of the 
theory of modern organizsations as Tolstoy (1828-1910), Fayol 
(1841-1925), Taylor (1856-1915), Weber (1864-1920), and Follett 
(1888-1933), etc. These people, he said, have typically looked for 
universal principles and therefore made efforts to relegate cultural 
differences to the background. The paradox is that the influence of 
their own cultural environment is very easily recognizable in their 
theories. 
On the issue of exercise of authority, about which they all 
wrote, Weber, a German, looked at authority in a bureaucracy and saw 
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authority in the office rather than in the man. Fayol, A Frenchman, 
saw authority differently: to him, authority is in the person; and 
Follett, an American, perceived authority in the situation. It is 
remarkable that what each of these writers stressed had a lot to do 
with their own national or cultural dispositions. 
The inescapable effect of one’s culture even in one’s writing is 
clearly demonstrated in a recent study of the contributions by 
Europeans to organizational theory. Hofstede and Kassera (1976), 
demonstrated the remarkable differences in focus among the authors 
they studied based on their cultural areas. Authors from Latin 
Europe focused on power, Central Europeans including Germans focused 
on truth, while Eastern Europeans emphasized efficiency as opposed to 
the emphasis on change by their Northern European colleagues. Those 
authors from Western Europe, i.e., the British and the Dutch, 
emphasized data collection with some general emphasis on all the 
above-mentioned areas. 
It has become evident in recent years that our failure to 
consider the impact of culture has not enhanced our understanding of 
organizations. It is long overdue to follow Montaigne (1533-1592), 
who recognized the cultural relativity of the laws that govern human 
behavior. As early as the sixteen hundreds Pascal (1623-1662) 
demonstrated this skepticism by saying that: "there are truths 'on' 
this side of Pyrenees which are falsehoods on the other." Pensees, 
60 (294). This researcher therefore argues that for all students of 
organizational behavior, knowledge about culture and its effect is a 
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sine ^ua non. In essence, knowledge about cultures not only 
provides insights into the learned behaviors of any group, but also 
helps one to gain awareness about what makes any group of 
people unique in terms of their beliefs, attitudes and concepts, 
hierarchies and roles, time and space relations, and verbal and 
non-verbal communication processes. 
This paper seeks to use cultural bases as a focus for the study 
of leadership, a concept that has remained elusive to social 
scientists since no univerally applicable theory for its study has 
been agreed upon to date. Leadership is of great interest to social 
scientists and to humanity in general because throughout history 
human beings relied upon a few individuals to make decisions that 
affect the many. As Ralph Waldo Emerson (1850) aptly put it: 
Mankind to have in all ages attached themselves 
to a few persons, who either by the quality of 
that idea, they embodied or by the largeness of 
their reception, were entitled to the position 
of leaders and law-givers. 
World's Best Orations, Vol. V, 2020-2021 
The fact that leadership is a function of the culture in which it 
occurs has been consistently proved by those leaders in history who 
made headlines. It is difficult to imagine that a Hitler would have 
been successful in Great Britain, a Churchill in Japan, or a de 
Gaulle in Brazil, because the positive and negative characteristics 
attributed to leaders differ in each of these societies. 
It should be recognized that highlighting culture-dependent 
differences in thinking and acting is not always a welcome or popular 
4 
subject, the intention here is to understand how important it is for 
people who act and think differently to learn to act together; i.e. 
to achieve unity in diversity. Exploring the way in which cultural 
differences predispose our thinking is therefore not merely an 
intellectual luxury but a necessary first step if mankind is to 
survive. 
The Problem 
Leadership has probably been written about, formally researched, 
and informally discussed more than any other single topic within the 
field of social science. The reason for this is that it has been 
generally recognized and considered to be one of the most important 
elements affecting organizational performance. In fact, it might be 
defined as the focus of activity through which the goals and 
objectives of an organization are accomplished. Yet, despite all 
the attention given to it and its recognized importance, leadership 
still remains pretty much an unexplainable concept. Though it is 
known to exist and to have a tremendous influence on human 
performance, its inner workings and specific dimensions still remain 
elusive, hence no universally acceptable theoretical framework for 
its study exists. 
Many of the existing theories of leadership have been criticized 
in various ways. Some have been dismissed as too simple for the 
complexity of dealing in real time with resistant subordinates, 
changing needs, and conflicting demands; others have been described 
The absence of a theory wide enough to accommodate as abstract. 
study and analysis by both researchers and practitioners alike is 
therefore a problem. 
The fact that no universally applicable theory exists which meets 
the leaadership needs of today is constraining, especially in the 
light of modern trends where different countries come together in 
economic, scientific, and other ventures. This is exemplified by 
the current economic partnership between the U.S.A. and Japan in the 
form of General Motors/Toyota car manufacturing venture. If another 
Biblical Babel is not to be a by-product of this venture, effort must 
be made to produce leadership knowledgeable enough to apply such 
criteria in decision-making which adequately consider the differences 
between the Japanese and American cultural values while at the same 
time making maximum use of them. This position is well stated by 
Gary Wederspahn (1981, Vol 6, No. 1), who asserted that: 
A heightened awareness of each other's cultural 
values enables workers of different nationalities 
to develop management strategies and plans to 
minimize potential conflicts and stress. But 
most importantly, it offers the possibility of 
helping them see differences as a source of 
positive diversity and enrichment of the 
management team that can enhance its overall 
effectiveness by turning cross-cultural stress 
into synergy. 
The above example does not mean that the situation is any different 
in individual countries, for changes in many countries in form of 
tastes, technology, and size or organization render old models of 
leadership obsolete. 
The challenge presented therefore is that of creating images and 
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paradigms that can not only accommodate cultural differences but also 
the changes of moderation especially now that the world is drifting 
towards a global village. The main problem, therefore, is how to 
demystify the concept of leadership and formulate a paradigm that can 
strip it of its magic and subject it to rational analysis so people 
everywhere can exercise its functions with more ease. 
The Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study, then, is to introduce and apply a 
model of leadership study that can account for different leadership 
behavior patterns. This model will include a key variable usually 
left out in many leadership theories—culture itself. More 
specifically, it is aimed at determining the impact of culture on the 
behavior of leaders, so as to establish an understanding of the 
causal attributes of various leadership patterns typically exhibited 
in different cultures. This theory will then be applied in a 
comparative study of the impact of culture on leadership in three 
different cultures, Nigeria representing the Black culture, the 
United States represening the Western culture, and China the Eastern 
culture. Students from each of these cultures are involved in a 
three-part study involving questionnaire responses, simulation 
exercise, and a feedback session. The outcome is then used to 
refine the theoretical framework. 
For the purposes of determining the above, this study will 
address the following main research question: what basic cultural 
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issues impact on leadership, thereby producing different types of 
leaders in different cultures? In order to thoroughly investigate 
these issues, the above main question has been subdivided into the 
following related questions: 
1. What basic elements constitude cultural dimensions? 
2. What is leadership? Are there universally 
distinguishable functions of a leader? 
3. What conceptual issues are most relevant in understanding 
and explaining the behaviors of a leader? 
4. How could leaders be classified? 
The issues covered in the above related questions will therefore 
consitute the major factors and categories that would guide the 
conduct of the research. 
Basic Assumptions 
In conceptualizing and designing this study, the following basic 
assumptions were made: 
- All behavior is rational and logical from the perspective 
of the person who owns the behavior. 
People from different cultures perceive and organize 
their environments in different ways, so that they 
become meaningful to them. 
- Leadership is a universal human phenomenon with 
distinguishable functions. 
8 
Scope and Limitations 
The theoretical underpinning that guides this research is the 
Attribution Theory, a theory that traces its roots to theoretical 
statements on phenomenal causality made by Heider (1944). This 
model is particularly useful for studying behavior because it is 
concerned with understanding the naive perceptions of causes of 
events; it assumes that by understanding the naive or coramonsense 
ideas about why people do the things they do, one can better predict 
the behavior and emotional reactions of people. Its utility as a 
conceptual reference point for this study stems from its ability to 
help expand the scope of the analysis and to bring in other variables 
which will aid complex mutlivariate analysis to determine their 
interactive effects. 
Besides the choice of conceptual model, another important element 
that was given serious consideration is the research setting and the 
type of experimental stimuli that will be used. This study will use 
simulation, a strategy that approximates the stimuli someone would 
encounter in a real-world situation. The advantage of this 
strategy, according to Iluse (1980), is that phenomena can be studied 
in real-world-like settings with only small sacrifices in the degree 
of limitations on various study-related factors. 
Although data is drawn from actual target populations being 
studied, i.e., Nigerians, Chinese, and Americans, research subjects 
are students, and this poses a potential bias. Although these 
students are adults who worked previously or are working currently, 
( 
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there still exists the possibility that some of them may view the 
issue under investigation from the perspective of college students 
often accused of being too idealistic. 
A further limitation that needs to be noted is that though the 
Nigerians and Chinese to be studied are not expected to have stayed 
continuously here in the United States beyond five years, there is 
still the risk that many may have lost part of their culture and are 
even beginning to adapt to the American culture. 
In making the decision to use Nigerian and Chinese located 
temporarily in the U.S.A. a major factor was the fact that an attempt 
to conduct the research in the countries concerned (i.e., Nigeria and 
China) would involve confronting language considerations and other 
political problems associated with security. On the other hand one 
does not easily come across Nigerian and Chinese workers here in the 
United States. 
A second factor that rendered it difficult to go to these 
countries to gather data was the problem of limited resources. This 
researcher does not have the required funds to engage in an extensive 
study of this kind. Besides, it is strongly felt that nothing 
significant will be lost by studying the target population 
available; after all, these are Nigerians and Chinese who w'ill go 
back home to work, with their fellow countrymen and women. There 
have been no research findings known to this researcher which tend to 
show that these students change considerably because they are 
studying overseas and are therefore different from others in their 
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countries. The truth of the matter is that most of these students 
have limited contact with the culture of the country in which they 
study. 
Need for and Significance of the Study 
This study is intended to accomplish a number of specific 
objectives. The first, is to develop a conceptual model wide enough 
to include those variables hitherto ignored by researchers which 
impact upon leadership. Prominent among them are cultural issues 
generally ignored by researchers for such reasons as those aptly 
expressed by Hall (1959:50): "that it is possible that culture tends 
to throw doubt on many established beliefs.n Hall further observed 
that: "The concept of culture touches upon such intimate matters that 
they are often brushed aside at the very point where people begin to 
comprehend their implications." (1959:165). It is hoped that this 
wider conceptual model would help generate a second look at ideas 
presently taken for granted in different cultures without further 
proof because no one ever challenges them. 
A second need for the study is the possibility that it may 
generate a model that may be able to overcome some of the application 
limitations of the present leadership theories and therefore bring us 
closer to the goals of prediction and control of the concept. This 
would result in more effective leadership since to be effective in 
working with people, especially those from different cultures, 
leaders must be able to make isomorphic attributions of situations. 
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Isomorphic attributions tend to result in a positive evaluation of 
the other person which means that we can correctly infer the meaning 
of the other's behavior from the perspective of the other. 
A third need and consequence is that it is hoped that this study 
will help break the impasse over cultural relativism. The grave 
implication of this circumstance is very well put by Hall (1965:30), 
who asserted that: 
Even more unfortunate is the slowness with which 
the concept of culture has percolated through 
public conscience. Compared to such notions as 
the unconscious or repression, to use two examples 
from psychology, the idea of culture is a strange 
one even to the informed citizen. 
A final and vital function of the study is that of an 
intellectual interchange what would afford this researcher the 
opportunity to cross issues with others interested in this field. 
Definition of Terms 
The literature on leadership is replete with numerous terms and 
concepts, a good many of which are neither clear nor used in a 
consistent manner. This absence of clarity and lack of standard 
usage is not a problem of leadership literature alone, but one that 
is common to the social sciences. As Beteille (1977) has noted and 
argued convincingly, such lack of standardization and inconsistency 
has tended to lead to ambiguities and futile debates. In order to 
avoid the possibilities of erroneous interpretations, certain terras 
featured in this study will be defined as follows: 
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Leadership; This terra will be used to refer to a consistent pattern 
of behavior exhibited by an individual (leader) towards others 
(followers) in reference to particular situations and guided by 
specific value orientations and value systems that influence their 
activity towards a goal. The following underlying assumptions must 
be appreciated for the above definition to be fully understood: 
1. That at various times one or more group members can be 
identified as a leader(s) according to some observable 
differences between this person(s) and other members. 
2. That a group phenomenon is occurring which involves the 
interaction of two or more people. 
3. That internal influence is being exerted by the leader 
over the followers, and, vis-a-vis. 
4. That this interaction does not occur in a vacuum, that 
it is guided by some specific values generally known 
and accepted by all. 
Functions of Leadership: All those activities performed by a leader 
that could be classified under the following: 
1. Caring: A function that deals with accepting, 
understanding, and supporting subordinates, expressing 
warmth and affection as a model for those subordinates. 
A function that helps subordinates to develop close 
relationships and genuineness. 
2. Emotional Stimulation: Though this refers to 
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intensive modeling, it is aimed at catalysing 
interaction through challenging and confronting 
subordinates. 
3* Meaning Attributions: This refers to the time 
leaders spend explaining why they do what they do. 
This they do by reflecting, interpreting, explaining, 
labeling, linking, and naming functions. This also 
involves translating feelings into behavior and 
ideas. 
4. Executive Functions: This is defined as setting 
standards and goals, giving directions, managing time, 
sequencing, pacing, stopping, interceding, and 
setting rules and limits. It also includes inviting, 
eliciting, questioning, suggesting procedures for 
subordinates, and dealing with decision-making. 
(Lieberman, Yalora, and Miles, 1973) 
Culture: For the purpose of this study, culture is defined as the 
symbolic-expressive aspect of human behavior. This includes verbal 
utterances, gestures, ceremonial behavior, ideologies, and religious 
and philosophical systems that are generally associated with the term 
"culture." 
Socio-Culture: This terra will be used to mean the culture possessed 
by a distinguishable and autonomous group of human beings. This 
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terra may be used interchangeably with the term "culture," yet it 
refers to the specific manifestations of particular cultural systems. 
.Dimensions of Culture: This general term will include the following 
defined aspects according to Hofstede (1980): 
1 * Power Distance: Indicates the extent to which a 
sociaty accepts that power in institutions and/or 
organizations is distributed unequally. The 
basic issue involved is to which extent different 
societies have different solutions to inequality. 
Inequality involves issues like prestige, wealth, 
power, etc. 
2• Uncertainty Avoidance: Indicates the extent to 
which a society feels threatened by uncertain or 
ambiguous situations. Uncertainty about the future 
is a basic fact of human life with which we try to 
cope through technology, law, and religion. In 
organizations this takes the form of technology, 
rules, and rituals. Every culture lays more or 
less emphasis on technology, a term which actually 
refers to all human artifacts; law that looks at all 
rules that guide behavior both formal and informal; 
and on religion which looks at the unknown and the 
attendant attitudes towards exploring it which are 
inherent in every society. The manifestation of 
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these basic ways of dealing with uncertainties differ 
from society to society and are preserved, transferred 
and reinforced though basic institutions like the 
family, school, or state. 
3* Individualism/Collectivism: Individualism refers to 
a loosely-knit social framework in society in which 
people are supposed to take care of themselves and 
of their immediate families only. On the other hand, 
collectivism occurs when there is a tight social 
framework in which people distinguish between in-groups 
and out-groups. Here, in-groups, meaning relatives, 
clan, organizations, are expected to take care of the 
individual in exchange for absolute loyalty. To this 
latter group ostracism is the most potent weapon for 
ensuring conformity. 
4. Masculinity/Femininity: This includes the extent to 
which the dominant values in society are assertiveness, 
money and things, and disregard for others, for the 
quality of life, and how roles are distributed between 
the males and females. 
CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The literature review is divided into three sections. The first 
section will review the literature on the concept of culture and what 
is sociocultural. The second will review the literature on the 
concept of leadership and trace a bit of the history of its 
development and effort made by earlier researchers to understand 
it. The third will briefly review leadership as a function of 
culture. 
Culture: The Concept 
Definition: What is now generally termed the classic definition of 
culture was provided by the nineteenth century English anthropologist 
Edward Burnett Tylor. In his Primitive Culture (1871), he defined 
culture as "...that complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, 
art, morals, law, custom, any other capabilities and habits acquired 
by man as a member of society." He thus implied that culture is 
possessed by man alone. Since then there have been several 
definitions with different emphasis. Kroeber and Kluckhon (1954), 
in their review of definitions of culture, cited 164 definitions of 
culture ranging from "learned behavior" to "psychic defense 
mechanism." However, they concluded that culture is an abstraction 
or, more specifically, "an abstraction from behavior." 
This conclusion that culture is an abstraction, and the reasoning 
16 
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that if culture is behavior, it becomes ipso facto, the subject 
matter of psychology, raises a controversy because, in essence, 
Kroeber and Kluckhon (1954) concluded that culture "is an abstraction 
from concrete behavior but is not itself behavior." Leslie A. White 
(1949) shed some light on this controversy by asserting that the 
issue is not whether culture is real or an abstraction: the issue is 
the context of the scientific interpretation. According to White, 
when things and events are considered in the context of their 
relation to the human organism, they constitute behavior; when they 
considered not in terms of their relation to the human organism, 
but in their relationship to one another, they become culture by 
definition. Culture, therefore, is the name given to a class of 
things and events dependent upon symbolling which are considered in a 
kind of extrahuman interrelated context. 
It is widely agreed by scholars that culture evolves as a result 
of the ability possessed by humans alone; following this is also a 
popular conclusion that human behavior is defined as behavior 
consisting of, or dependent upon, symbolling more than anything else 
that Homo sapiens do. Culture is, therefore, defined as the 
symbolic-expressive aspect of human behavior (Wuthnow, et al., 
1984). This definition is useful for this research endeavor because 
it is sufficiently broad to take into account the verbal utterances, 
gestures, ceremonial behavior, ideologies, religions, and 
philosophical systems that are generally associated with the term 
"culture. 
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Culture evolves as a form of advance from instinctive behavior 
(i.e., responses determined by intrinsic properties of the organism) 
to learned and freely variable behavior. Patterns of these 
behaviors may be acquired and transmitted from one individual and 
generation to another, and finally develop into a system of things 
and events, the essence of which is meanings that cannot be 
comprehended by the senses alone. Culture, in essence, is a human 
environment brought into existence by the ability to symbolize. 
Once established, culture has a life of its own; it becomes a 
continuum of things and events in a cause-and-effect relationship; 
it flows down through time from one generation to another. Culture 
evolves to a stage where it has an existence external to each 
individual born into it. The function of this external, man-made 
environment is to make life secure and enduring for the society of 
human beings living within the cultural system. Essentially three 
issues combine to make culture an inescapable phenomenon by humans. 
First, is its universalism: all people have cultures, and this helps 
define their common humanity. Second, is a focus on organization: 
all cultures show coherence and structure, which include universal 
patterns common among all human lifeways, i.e., every culture 
includes marriage, child-rearing rules, etc. The third, is a 
recognition of human creativity: each culture is a collective 
product of human effort, feeling, and thought. 
In spite of all these common allies, there still exist 
differences that are distinguishable among cultural systems. This 
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brings us to the socio-cultural phenomenon. 
Socio-Culture 
As was stated earlier, defining culture as the 
symbolic-expressive aspect of human behavior” is convenient for this 
work. It has a perspective that is general enough and which 
considers culture as a possession of all mankind, i.e., universal. 
There is, however, a need for a term that defines culture precisely 
in its particular manifestations for the purposes of scientific 
study, and for this the term "socio-culture system” has been 
proposed. Socio-cultural" is therefore defined as the culture 
possessed by a distinguishable and autonomous group of human 
beings. This definition recognizes that there may exist 
similarities and possible diffusion of culture, but there still will 
exist a boundary which provides a distinction between two cultural 
systems. The implication here is that every socio-cultural system 
possesses the components of human culture as a whole, but that 
socio-cultural systems vary widely in their structure and 
organization. 
These variations are attributable to differences among the 
physical habitats and the resources that they offer or withhold for 
human use. Julian Steward (1979) identified three traits that 
account for diversified socio-cultural systems. These are, firstly, 
certain behavior and personality traits that result from practices of 
child-rearing. The issue here is that different socio-cultural 
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systems have dissimilar child-rearing approaches. Secondly, that 
though people obey the same laws, share the same national religion, 
military, social and other institutions, these institutions may have 
very unlike effects upon members of a subcultural group. Thirdly, 
that there may exist the same mass means of communications, but the 
meaning subgroups attribute to what they are told may be somewhat 
repatterned according to the total point of view of each 
socio-cultural group. 
The above is a result of the ability to delineate aspects of 
socio-cultural systems that are susceptible to analysis. Steward 
(1950) suggested that these systems can be viewed in terms of 
socio-cultural integration. According to this concept, a total 
national culture is divisible into two general kinds of features! 
first, those that function and must be studied on a national level; 
second, those that pertain to socio-cultural segments or subgroups of 
the population. The former include the suprapersonal and more 
structured and formally institutionalized features like the form of 
government, legal system, economic institutions, religious 
organizations, educational systems, law enforcement, military 
organization, and so forth. These institutions have aspects that 
are national and may even have international flavor in scope. 
Subgroups, on the other hand, come about as a result of 
differentiation that has occurred during national development, e.g., 
subgroups arising from local specialization in proclamation or 
cultural ecological adaption, as stated above. 
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There are many kinds of socio-cultural systems, each having 
characteristics determined by factors which are peculiar to the area 
and to the cultural tradition. To this end, therefore, a particular 
country or even continent or subcontinent could be looked at as a 
socxo-cultural system. For the purposes of this work, more emphasis 
will be placed on national socio-cultural systems, and the three 
traits as identified above by Steward (1979) will be used. These 
are: 
1. Those which arise from more of less compulsory 
conformity with the basic national institutions that 
affect all individuals, i.e., the same general 
economy, set of laws, public education, etc. 
2. Traits of the common cultural heritage. This 
involves features derived from the basic cultural 
heritage that include language, ritual kinship, 
art, extent of emphasis upon spiritual and human 
interpersonal relations, and family headship. 
3. Traits that arise out of what may be called the 
national common denominator, i.e., mass means of 
communication. Unlike the first and second traits 
mass communication which includes education, radio, 
newspapers, moving pictures, etc. tends to establish 
more strongly uniform national standards. Constant 
propaganda and indoctrination affect attitudes 
towards practices of child-rearing, recreation, etc. 
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This research does not intend to overlook the fact that the above 
traits do indicate that the problem of national characteristics is a 
very complicated one. To ascertain a common core of shared behavior 
would require a carefully devised sampling of a whole nation. As 
indicated earlier, most of the features highlighted above have local 
meanings because they are functional parts of the total patterns of 
the different subcultures. 
Characteristics of Culture 
Since, as stated earlier, culture is something all members of the 
human race share alike, there is the need to define certain 
distinctive categories which can enable one to identify those 
characteristics that make a people so distinct. 
There have been several categories outlined by scholars for 
studying culture; prominent among them are those by Harris and Moran 
(1979), who outlined the following categories: 
1• Communication and Language: This refers to the 
communicative system, verbal and non-verbal, which 
distinguishes one group from another. 
2. Dress and Appearance: This includes the outward 
garments and adornments, or lack thereof, as 
well as body decorations that tend to be 
distinctive by culture. 
3. Food and Feed Habits: The manner in which food 
is selected, prepared, presented, and eaten 
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often differs between cultures. "One man's pet is 
another man's delicacy" is a popular saying. 
4* lime and Time Consciousness: Sense of time 
differs by culture, so that some are exact and 
others are relative. Time, in the sense of 
seasons of the year, varies from culture to 
culture. Some areas of the world think of it in 
terms of winter, spring, summer, and fall, but for 
others the more meaningful designation may be rainy 
or dry seasons, or in terras of agricultural systems 
(planting, harvest, etc.). 
5. Rewards and Recognition: Another way of observing 
culture is to note the manner and method for 
proffering praise for good and brave deed, 
length of service, or some other accomplishment. 
6. Relationships: Cultures fix human and 
organizational relationships by age, sex, status, 
and degreee of kindred, as well as by wealth, 
power, and wisdom. 
7. Sense of Self and Space: The degree of comfort 
with one's self can be expressed differently by 
culture. Self-identity and appreciation can be 
manifested by humble bearing in one place, while 
another calls for macho behavior. Some cultures 
are very closed and determine one's place very 
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precisely, while others are more open. 
Process and Learning! Some cultures 
emphasize one aspect of brain development over 
another, so that one observes striking differences 
in the way people think and learn. 
9. Beliefs and Attitudes: Possible the most difficult 
classification is ascertaining the major belief 
themes of a people, and how this and other factors 
influence their attitudes towards themselves, 
others, and what happen in their world. 
Harris and Moran (1979) followed by developing a second approach 
which they called "the systems approach" and which they credited to 
anthropologists. Here they see culture as an ordered assemblage or 
combination of correlated parts which form a unitary whole. The 
elements include the kinship system, educational system, economic 
system, political system, religious system, association system, and 
health and recreational systems. 
Clyde Klucknon (1952) argued for universal categories of 
culture. His framework consists of empirically verifiable and 
independent dimensions. This includes the following universal 
phenomenon with which every society has to cope: interaction, 
association (with others), subsistence, sexuality, territoriality, 
temporality, learning, play, defence, and exploitation (of 
materials). 
There was also the multi-dimensional classification offered by 
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Parsons and Shils (1951:77). They claimed that all human action is 
determined by five "pattern variables" which they see as choices 
between pairs of alternatives: 
1. Affectivity versus affective neutrality. 
2. Self-orientation versus collective orientation. 
3. Universalism versus particularism. 
4. Ascription versus achievement. 
5. Specificity versus diffuseness. 
There are many others, but of interest to this study are the 
dimensions outlined by Hofstede (1980) which include the following 
four basic aspects: 
1. Power distance. 
2. Uncertainty avoidance. 
3. Individualism/collectivism. 
4. Masculinity/feraininity. 
(A full definition of these terras can be found on pages 
14-15.) 
Hofstede’s dimensions of culture are particularly useful for this 
study, not just because they have been tested and found useful by 
Moran and Harris (1982), but also because within the four dimensions 
will be found aspects of other popular approaches. They are also 
useful because these four dimensions offer a broad conceptual 
framework related to fundamental problems of huraan society, which 
will allow qualitative analysis as well as quantitative measurement. 
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What is Leadership? 
Definition: Leadership has been variously defined by almost every 
researcher who has worked on the concept. Currently, there are so 
many definitions that many scholars have had to review them at 
different times, e.g., Morris and Seeman (1950), Sharle (1951, 1956), 
Carter (1953), Gibb (1954, 1969), Bass (1960), etc. The result of 
these reviews is a classification of these definitions into different 
focal points or emphases. Stogdill (1974), and later Bass (1981), 
classified these definitions in terras of their focus on the following 
areas: 
Stogdill Bass 
1. Group processes. Nucleus of tendency. 
2. Personality and its effects. Personality in action. 
3. The art of inducing compliance. Induction of compliance. 
4. The exercise of influence. Influence relation. 
5. Act or behavior. Power differential. 
6. Form of persuasion. Persuasion. 
7. Instrument of goal achievement. Influence act. 
8. Effect of interaction. Influence on goal 
achievement. 
9. A differential role. Effect of interaction. 
10. The initiation of structure. Status positions. 
11. Role differentiation. 
12. Reinforcement 
13. Initiation of structure. 
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As Bass pointed out, leadership may involve all of the above, but 
it is not feasible to merge all so as to come out with an acceptable 
definition to all the different authors, and any such attempt from 
the point of view of this paper is not worth while. The situation, 
however, is not hopeless; the different working conclusions may be 
deduced from these different definitions: 
1. That at various times one or more group members 
can be identified as a leader(s) according to some 
observable differences between this individual and 
other members. 
2. That a group phenomenon is occurring involving the 
interaction of two or more people. 
3. That internal influence is being exerted by 
the leader over the followers. 
4. That this interaction does not occur in a vacuum; 
that it is guided by some specific values generally 
known and accepted by all. 
Given the above for the purpose of this study leadership is 
defined here as a consistent pattern of behavior by a leader towards 
followers in reference to particular situations and guided by 
specific value orientation and value systems that influence their 
activity towards a goal. This definition is an adaptation of the 
one by Wunderer and Grunwald (1980). The terms "value orientations" 
and "value systems" refer to the classic definitions of 
Kluckhohn/Strodtbech (1973) as well as Rokeach (1973). 
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Kluckhohn/Strodtbech saw value orientation as 
Complex but definitely patterned principles, 
resulting from the transactional interpaly of 
three analytically distinguishable elements of 
the evaluative process—the cognitive, the 
affective, and the directive elements—which 
give orderand direction to the ever flowing 
stream of human acts and thoughts as these relate 
to the solution of "common human" problems. 
(Kluckhohn/Strodtbech, 1973, 1974) 
Rokeach, on the other hand, saw a value system as: "An ending 
organizasation of beliefs concerning preferable models of conduct or 
end-states of existence along a continuum of relative importance." 
(Rokeach, 1973, p. 5). 
This definition is useful here in that is adequately emphasizes 
the issue of value-orientation and value-systems which are the core 
focus of this paper. 
Functions of Leadership 
The controversy over the definition of leadership could have been 
resolved if scholars had more success agreeing on the classification 
of leadership functions. That this did not happen may not surprise 
many people since both definitions and functions are very closely 
related. The controversy is not hopeless, because an analysis of 
the numerous classifications produces more similarities than 
dissimilarities. This fact is of great interest to this work, 
especially as the similarities noticed cut across cultural 
boundaries. Smith and Krueger (1933), citing various 
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anthropological reports on primitive groups in Australia, Fiji, New 
Guinea, the Congo, and elsewhere, concluded that leadership occurs 
univesally among all people regardless of culture. If this is true, 
effort should be made to derive functions of leadership which could 
also be universally applicable. 
Interest in the functions of leadership dates back as far as the 
Egyptian era. Frankfort, et alia (1949), analyzing the functions of 
leadership, said the Egyuptians demanded of their leader the 
qualities of authority, discrimination, and just behavior. Sarachek 
(1969), in an analysis of Greek concepts of leadership as exemplified 
by different leaders in Homer's Iliad, identified the following 
functions of leadership: 
1. Justice and judgment—Agamemnon. 
2. Wisdom and counsel—Nestor. 
3. Shrewdness and cunning—Odysseus. 
4. Valor and action—Achilles. 
Plato, in The Republic, proposed three basic functions. First, 
he proposed reason and justice; secondly, defense and the ability to 
enforce the leader's will; and, thirdly, provision of needs for 
citizens of low status. Barnard (1946) identified the function of 
leadership as (a) the determination of objectives, (b) the 
manipulation of means, (c) the instrumentation of action, and (d) the 
stimulation of coordinated effort. Roby (1961) developed a 
mathematical model of leadership functions and identified the 
following: (a) to bring about a congruence of goals between the 
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members, (b) to balance group resources and capabilities with 
environmental demands, (c) to provide a group structure that will 
focus information effectively upon problem solution, and (d) to make 
certain that all needed information is available at a decision center 
when required. 
Stogdill (1974), in his review of sixteen authors who published 
works on the functions of leadership between 1915 and 1951, 
reocgnized the following: 
1. Authoritative (denominator). 
2. Persuasive (crowd arouser). 
3. Democratic (group developer). 
4. Intellectual (eminent man). 
5. Executive (administrator). 
6. Representative (spokesman). 
For the purposes of this work, the now classic study based on 
factor analysis by Lieberman, Yalora, and Miles (1973) will be 
adopted. Their definition tends to encompass most other 
definitions. They named four prime functions of leadership: 
meaning attribution, emotional stimulation, executive functions, and 
caring. They defined: 
1. Caring: A leadership function that has to do with 
accepting, understanding, and supporting subordinates, 
expressing warmth and affection as a model for those 
subordinates. This function helps subordinates to 
develop close relationships and genuineness. 
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2' -°tional Stimulation: Although this refers to 
intensive modeling, it is aimed at catalyzing 
interaction through challenging and confronting 
subordinates. 
3- Meaning Attribution: This refers to the amount of 
time leaders spend explaining why they do what they 
do. This they do by reflecting, interpreting, 
explaining, labeling, linking, and naming functions. 
This also involves translating feelings into behavior 
and ideas. 
Executive Function: This is defined as setting 
standards and goals, giving directions, managing 
time, sequencing, pacing, stopping, interceding, 
and setting rules and limits. It also includes 
inviting, eliciting, questioning, suggesting 
procedures for subordinates, and dealing with 
decision-making. 
A more recent work by Maccoby (1981) identified three basic 
functions which, though limited, incorporate aspects of Lieberman, et 
alias’s classification: 
1. Caring about people and identifying with their 
strivings for dignity and self development. 
2. Being flexible about people and organizational 
structure with a sense of reality. 
Creating a more productive environment in which 3. 
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everyone can contribute and is equitably rewarded, 
that is to say, willingness to share power. 
It is the contention of this work that most leaders perform most 
of the above functions but differ in the extent to which they 
emphasize or de-emphasize each of them. This definition of 
leadership functions by Lieberman, et alia is adopted not only 
because it virtually integrates most of the definitions of other 
scholars, but also because it lends itself to analysis. 
Leadership: A Function of Culture 
Having argued that culture includes everything people do, it is 
naive to think that a concept as important as leadership is an 
exception; therefore, to take culture for granted or to think that 
leadership is independent of culture is a mistake. The consequences 
of culture on leadership are clearly illustrated by the experience of 
Machiavelli's writings (1469-1527). Machiavelli, one of the oldest 
theorists of leadership, described his idea of the most effective 
techniques for manipulation and remaining in power. Included in his 
techniques are deceit, bribery, and murder, which have given him a 
bad reputation centuries afterwards. The truth of it is that he 
wrote for the Italy of his day, and it is interesting to note that 
these techniques are still consistent and operational in Italy 
today. Another interesting aspect of Machiavelli is that, to date, 
no Italian has repudiated him. 
Several research results have confirmed that the nature of 
33 
leadership in any society is consistent with the culture of that 
society. Mead (1930. 1935, 1939). in her anthropological studies, 
showed that what it takes to be a leader differs across cultures. In 
another study, Bass. Burger, et alia (1979) analyzed the choices of 
managers from twelve different cultures following on what is required 
from top, middle, and lower level managers. They were given 
twenty-five traits from which to pick the five most important traits 
required by each of the three levels of management. Most of the 
managers called for imagination for higher management levels, but the 
Dutch saw this trait as a necessity for all levels of managers. 
Being systematic was judged important for lower-level managers in 
Italy, Spain, Portugal, and Latin America, and was regarded important 
at the middle level by others, etc. In another study, Kevis (1977) 
compared attitude towards leadership in the Turks and the 
Americans. While the Turks favored authoritarian leadership, the 
Americans favored participative leadership. In his conclusion, 
Kevis attributed the Turkish results to the authoritarianism inherent 
in its culture, and vis-a-vis. 
The work done by Hofstede (1980) must be mentioned here. His 
findings and conclusions influence this study greatly. The main 
issue here is that the ideas of human beings are entangled with the 
values and interests prevalent in a given society. Douglas (1978) 
collected documentary evidence on the relevance of an "anthropology 
of everyday knowledge," and concluded that although our reality is 
human-made, no one can operate outside it. This helps to buttress 
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Hofstede's conclusions that leadership is learned and is therefore 
based on assumptions about one's place in the world. I„ other 
words, no one can be a leader in a void. Leadership is a 
contextural, cultural based concept. 
CHAPTER III 
THEORY AND MODEL OF LEADERSHIP STUDY 
of Leadership: An Overview 
The concept of leadership has to its credit various theories that 
have been introduced by a number of scholars, but prominent among 
them are three theories that have been pervasive over this century, 
they are those that have asked the following questions: 
1. Are there some identifiable leadership traits 
in the human personality? 
2. Are there observable leader behaviors that could 
be classified? 
3. What do the particular environment, contingency, 
or situation have to do with a leader? 
Trait Theory 
In the 1940's and 1950's, researchers sought to find out those 
individual characteristics or traits that could distinguish between a 
successful and an unsuccessful leader. In a review of this research 
since 1948, Stogdill (1981) identified a leadership system that is 
based on the following: physical characteristics, social background, 
intelligence, personality, task related characteristics, and social 
characteristics. Though this approach identified the above traits, 
it was soon found that it merely described the leader; it did not 
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show what the individual actually does in a leadership situation. 
The trait approach also had another shortcoming; it ignored the 
subordinates! 
Behavioral Theory 
Due to the shortcomings of the trait theory, effort was then made 
to find a theory that could look at what leaders actually do. The 
result was the behavior theory, which, according to those who founded 
it, was suitable for empirical research. The 1918 classification of 
Bogardus identified four behavior types of leadership: autocratic, 
executive, democratic, and reflective. Later, a major study at Ohio 
State University (1945), two leader behaviors were distinguished: 
initiating structure and worker consideration. 
Researchers soon found the behavior theory was limited as the one 
it was introduced to correct. The shortcomings of this theory were 
very well put by Szilagyi and Wallace (1983), who felt that the 
initiating structure/consideration framework failed to include the 
concern for situational factors and their influence on leader 
effectiveness. There was also the problem of measurement; it was 
found that leaders’ and subordinates' views differ on the initiating 
structure/consideration dimensions. 
The above criticisms notwithstanding, the behavior theory 
contributed to the theory of leadership a well designed and detailed 
effort to define and describe the behaviors exhibited by leaders. 
This theory has also contributed immensely to the knowledge base of 
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leadership and has without doubt served as the foundation on which 
the contemporary approach to leadership was based. 
Contingency Theory 
The lack of situational factors was cited as one of the 
shortcomings of the behavior theory. As a result, Fred Fiedler 
(1967), often given credit for the major contribution to the area of 
contingency leadership studies, introduced a theory of leadership 
contingent upon the circumstance or environment. This is the theory 
that first questioned the contention that there is "one best style" 
of leadership, and therefore can claim to have articulated the subtle 
but important distinction that one does not speak of leadership as 
being good or bad, but rather of a particular leadership style being 
effective on one situation but not in another. 
To date, there have been many new models of leadership, and the 
satisfying hallmark of each of these new models is that they have not 
discarded years of leadership research that produced the above three 
models. They have each in different ways tried to use as tools all 
three theories in defining their model. The overriding influence of 
the three theories has been aptly put by Owens (1981:10), who 
observed that: 
Much leadership and management training today 
reflects vague or confused theoretical foundation, 
resulting in somewhat aimless training efforts. 
The seasoned eye can usually detect the implied 
theoretical base (or often several of them) 
underlying a particular training design and its 
published agenda. Frequently the program design 
and its parts are drawn, with no one seemingly 
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aware of it, from fragments of theories buried 
in three pervasive theories of leadership dominating 
this century: trait, behavior and contingency theories. 
The popular new theories include McGregor's theory x and y 
(1960), Tennebaum and Schmidt's models (1958), the Ohio State 
University leadership model (1957), Blake and Mouton's managerial 
grid model (1964), and Hersey and Blanchand's situational model 
(1969). Each of these theories has proven to be a significant 
contribution to the knowledge of leadership as it exists today. 
Since relatively little attention has been given to the cultural 
issues that underlie all the perspectives given above, be it trait, 
behavior, contingency/situational, etc., this research proposes a 
model that sees the culture of any people as a lens through which all 
issues associated with leadership are viewed, i.e., causal 
attributes. In effect, therefore, this research joins those in 
recent times that have viewed the attribution theory as a useful tool 
for studying leadership. 
Attrtibution Theory 
Definition: Harvey and Weary (1981) defined attribution as an 
inference about why an event occurred or about a person's 
disposition. The beauty of this definition is that it is wide 
enough to allow one to make attributions about one's own dispositions 
and experiences just as readily as one can make attributions about 
others. Hence, attributions may be perceptions and inferences about 
others or about oneself. The major goal of attribution is the need 
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to understand, organize, and form meaningful perspectives about the 
myriad events people observe every day. Such understanding of one’s 
social world is necessary if one would not leave events unpredictable 
and uncontrollable. The difficulty with attribution is knowing how 
one can make attribution so as to render experiences understandable, 
controllable, and predictable. Is it by rational processing of 
information, with reasonable and objective inference? Is it by 
explaining events in a light that is more flattering to oneself than 
would be warranted if a more objective account were rendered? Due 
to difficulties such as these, attribution theory to date has no 
all-encompassing theory; therefore, different meanings and 
connotations are attached to the concept by different scholars. To 
appreciate the theory of attribution it is necessary to look briefly 
at the evolution of the theory. 
Evolution of Attribution Theory 
Attribution theory has its roots in theoretical statements made 
by Heider (1944, 1958) in the area of social psychology. He 
referred to it as ’’common-sense psychology" or the "naive analysis of 
action" because he wanted to know how people understood and explained 
all the events in their everyday life in the "common sense." That 
philosophers long before this period were interested in a studied 
causality is confirmed by Lana (1969), who indicated that Aristotle 
identified the following four types of causes: 
1. Formal Causes: Ultimate or true causes (which 
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can never be knowable to humanity but which 
are continually being sought after). 
2* M_a_terial Causes: Human theories of causality 
(attempts at identifying formal causes). 
3* Final Causes: The ultimate purpose of events. 
4* Efficient Causes: Apparent physical causes. 
Other philosophers like Hume and Kant elaborated on Aristotle’s basic 
ideas and thus provided the basic underpinnings of modern 
psychological theorizing about causality (Lana, 1969). 
It is interesting to note that Heider, who referred to this study 
of causality as "naive analysis of action," described his approach in 
this way: "Our concern will be with 'surface' matters, the events 
that occur in everyday life on a conscious level, rather than with 
the unconscious processes studied by psychoanalysis in 'depth 
psychology'" (Heider, 1958). Harvey and Weary (1981) have this to 
say about Heider: "We should emphasize, however, that in no sense 
did Heider's analysis represent a naive conception. Rather, it is 
an extremely provocative and perceptive theoretical analysis of human 
social behavior." In fact, they feel that researchers have not yet 
adequately probed all the eminently researchable ideas contained in 
Heider's 1958 book. 
Frieze, Bar-Tal, and Carroll (1979) referred to Fritz Heider as 
the founding father of attribution theory. He laid the basis for 
the various attributional conceptions that have since appeared. 
They, however, indicated that psychologists were interested in the 
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study of causality long before attribution theory became a formally 
labeled research domain. They cited Festinger's theory of social 
comparison as an example (Festinger, 1954). This assumed the 
existence of a basic drive within individuals to evaluate their own 
opinions and to compare their abilities with those of other people. 
Also cited were studies by Thibaut and Riechen (1955) and Jones, 
Davis, and Gergen (1961). These can be considered among the first 
investigations of how individuals attribute causes for behavior. 
In his phenomenology of social perception (Heider, 1958), Heider 
provided the basic principles of how people in everyday life "figure 
out" what causes what. It is possible to identify three fundamental 
assumptions that guided Heider's naive psychology of attribution 
(Hastorf, Schneider, and Polefua, 1970). The first was that an 
adequate understanding of a person's behavior was contingent on the 
description of how this person perceived and described his social 
world. Second, Heider assumed that people desired to predict and 
control their own environment. People wanted to be able to 
anticipate the effects that their own and others' behavior would have 
on other people, on the environment, and on themselves. This goal 
is achievable if people are able to interpret and infer the causal 
antecedents of behavior. Third, Heider believed that there were 
some basic similarities between object and person perceptions. 
Predictability in the social world could be achieved by the same 
processes that are involved in perception of the physical world. In 
both cases, people look for enduring or dispositional properties in 
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others to explain particular behavior. 
According to Heider, the basic feature of interpersonal 
perception is an understnading of the dispositional properties 
inherent in objects and people. At the core of his theory is the 
propostion that people perceive events as being caused and that the 
causal locus can either be in the actor or in the environment. So, 
when a person observes an action of another he tries to determine 
whether the action was caused by the actor or by the environment. 
If such action is attributed to the person, then understanding is 
sought be ascribing the action to certain dispositional 
characteristics of the actor. 
Heider suggested that people remain very sensitive to the extent 
to which "can” and "trying" are involved in a person's behavior. He 
theorized that the specific components of "can" are ability and 
power. To him trying has both a directional component (what a 
person intends to do) and a quantitative component (how hard the 
person might be trying to do something). He argued that intention 
is often taken as the equivalent of wish or wanting. Thus: 
Effect = (Environmental Force + Personal Force), or 
Effect = (Environmental Force + [Power x Motivation]) 
So, in effect, he argued that power is determined by ability. 
Therefore, to make an attribution to personal causes or environmental 
causes, the perceiver must estimate the relative strengths of the 
environmental and personal forces. In essence, personal causality 
refers to instances of internal causality, e.g., when a person 
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intentionally produces the outcome. Impersonal causality refers to 
externally caused effects, e.g., effects that are caused by a person 
unintentionally. Some of these principles will appear later and 
will be discussed in context. 
Jones and Davis' (1965) theory of correspondent inferences was 
the first explicit hypothesis testing formulation in the area of 
attribution. The theory is basically concerned with factors that 
influence an observer's attribution of intent and disposition to 
another person. Employing Heider's attributional principles, they 
argued that people, in seeking to find causes of "sufficient reasons" 
for actions of others, analyze all the potential effects of any 
possible action that might have been taken in the situation. Some 
of the effects could be common to many possible actions, and 
therefore the observer learns little about what a particular action 
was chosen by a particular actor. Jones and Davis therefore viewed 
cultural desirability of behavior as an important determinant of the 
attribution of intent and disposition. They concluded that behavior 
that is unexpected or low in desirability will be more informative to 
the perceiver and more conducive to a correspondent inference than 
will behavior that is expected or high in desirability. 
"Correspondence" in attribution refers to how confident the 
attributor can be in making inferences. This prediction was 
reinforced by a classic study by Jones, Davis,and Gergen (1961). 
Jones and McGillis (1976) extended the Jones and Davis framework 
in a number of ways. One important extension tied this research 
closer to other attribution research by bringing in the idea of 
expectancies. Jones and McGillis felt that expected actions tell 
the observer little about the underlying disposition of the actor. 
These prior expectancies could be based on the observer’s past 
knowledge and awareness of the actor (target-based expectancies), or 
they could be assumptions made about the individual based on the 
knowledge that the actor is a member of a particular group or 
category of people. Stereotypes about a group in general form the 
basis of category—based expectancies. 
The legacy of Jones and colleagues is that they presented a 
conception of the perceiver as a rational person who evaluated 
information and made logical inferences about others. They did not, 
however, focus on the question of how a perceiver's needs, wishes, 
and motives influenced attributions. In essence, Jones, et alia 
focused mainly on a person's perception of others but not on self 
perception. 
A big boost was given to attribution theory by Kelley's (1967) 
review and analysis of the theory. Kelley assumed that his concepts 
applied equally both to self and others as opposed to Jones, et alia, 
whose concepts apply only to other people. Shaver (1975) suggested 
that Kelley's (1967) work was a model of the naive observer as more 
than a simple information-processor; the observer is seen also as a 
social scientist. In Kelley's formulation the important possible 
causes are people, things or environmental stimulus, and times 
(occasions or situations). He highlighted three types of 
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information people utilize in making causal judgments. These types 
of information, distinctiveness, consistency, and consensus 
associated with the possible causes, are defined below. 
l- Distinctiveness: Information about how a 
person reacts in similar situations or to 
similar stimuli. 
Consistency: Information on how a person reacts 
in the same way on other occasions. 
3. Consensus: Information about how other people 
have reacted in the same situation that is 
being evaluated. 
He postulated that events with'high distinctiveness and high 
consensus tend to be attributed to the particular stimulus. Low 
distinctiveness and high consistency lead the observer to infer that 
the behavior is the result of something about the person. Low 
consistency, low consensus, and high distinctiveness situations are 
attributed to the unique circumstances or the situation. The 
usability of the above has been verified by researchers including 
McArthur (1972) and Orvis, Cunningham, and Kelley (1975). 
Kelley (1971, 1972) published two more classic papers on 
attribution. He felt that his analysis of the variance model was 
probably too complex to represent peoples’ actual information- 
processing strategies. Kelley (1971), in his first paper, outlined 
three basic principles by which people form causal judgments. These 
are: 
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l- Covariation Principle; Effects covary over time 
with their causes. Of this principle, Frieze, et 
alia_ (1979) concluded that: "It resembles the 
efficient cause concept of Aristotle and certainly 
summarizes a bsaic assumption of Heider's work." 
2‘ Discounting Principle: "The role of a given cause 
in producing a given effect is discounted if other 
plasusible causes are also present.” Kelley 
himself pointed out that the discounting principle 
is similar to the case of trying to intepret a role 
or socially desirable behavior that Jones and Davis 
were concerned with earlier. 
3. Augmentation Principle: "If, for a given effect, 
both a plausible inhibitory cause and a plausible 
facilitative cause are present, the role of the facilitative 
cause in producing the effect will be judged greater 
than if it alone were present as a plausible cause for the 
effect." This also parallels the Jones and Davis 
situation of a socially acceptable cause. 
Kelley (1972) introduced the use of causal schemata to organize 
basic understanding of how various causes combine to produce 
effects. He outlined the following: 
1. Multiple-Sufficient Schema: This is related to 
when one is doing something for which there is a 
strong underlying motivation. The act will occur 
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whether or not an inhibitory cause is present. 
2* Multiple-Necessary Schema: This happens when 
the effect can only occur if several causes 
operate simultaneously. This is related to 
difficult tasks and therefore would demand both 
effort and ability to accomplish. 
Kelley, to date, has produced an elegant and elaborate analysis of 
attributional processes. He made clear attempts at synthesizing 
person perception (other attribution) and self-perception concepts, 
and has developed formal models of how people deliberately analyze 
information and make immediate inferences. The limitations to 
Kelley’s analysis have been in terms of how powerful motives and 
emotions interact with logical-rational processes to produce 
attributional phenomena. 
Another important contribution worthy of mentioning at this stage 
is that of Daryl Bern (1967, 1972). His work was concerned solely 
with the process of self-attribution. He theorized about the 
process whereby people find out about their own internal states, such 
as attitudes, beliefs, and emotions. He focused attention on 
behavior to an extent few other contemporary theorists have. As Bern 
(1972) remarked, attributional analyses have been especially 
incomplete in treating the linkages among various types of overt 
behavior, various classes of cognitions/attributions, and types of 
physiological responses. 
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Current Developments in Attribution Theory 
From the foregoing, one can distinguish that the formation of 
causal attribution is a cognitive process since it involves 
categorization, judgment, and the evaluation of several sources of 
information. Current developments stem from the serious questioning 
by researchers of the hypothesized thought process involved in 
formulating causal attributions. This is true especially in the 
light of current research on human judgment and cognition. 
Researchers expressed their concern about the state of 
attribution theory in the form of critiques of the original 
assumptions made by Kelley. Carrol, et alia (1976) and Fischhoff 
(1976) critiqued Kelley's assumptions about how people process large 
amounts of information and the idea that people are rational in their 
attributions. They demonstrated that contrary to earlier 
informational attribution theories which stated that people can 
process unlimited amounts of information, in reality people could 
only process a limited quantity which is simplified in some way so as 
not to exceed the limit of the human mind. Another group of 
researchers, Langer (1978) and Taylor and Fiske (1978), demonstrated 
also that contrary to the earlier conclusions that people 
systematically process information, the reverse was the case. They 
concluded through their research that people seem to react with 
little thought and, therefore, in most cases make "top of the head" 
responses in laboratory situations. 
The above criticisms resulted in the use of Kelley's schemata 
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theory presented earlier to explain information processing. Abelson 
(1976) also suggested a model where people use scripts or schemata in 
forming attributional judgments. The schemata idea provided a 
framework for looking at multiple sources of information at one time 
since such information can be integrated into one schema. 
Attribution theory has been applied in the study of several 
aspects of social life. Frieze, et alia (1979) documented the use 
of this concept in the study of perspectives on everyday life like: 
1. Reactions people have to victims of such crimes 
as rape, etc. 
2. Experience of loneliness. 
They also documented the application of attribution theory in aspects 
of physical and emotional health, criminality and the judicial 
system, and education and training, etc. The concern of this paper, 
as stated earlier, is the application of attribution theory to the 
study of leadership. 
Leadership and Attribution Theory 
In recent years, a substantial amount of research on leadership 
has been carried out using the attribution theory. Prominent among 
these studies and of interest to this work are those that focused on 
1. Leader behavior and relationship with subordinates with 
the basic assumption that this behavior depended on 
leader attribution of the subordinates' level of 
performance. Barry M. Staw (1975), T.R. Mitchell and 
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R.E. Wood (1979), and Mitchell (1980) concluded in their 
studies that a leader's behavior is not a factor of a 
subordinate's performance but of what caused the 
subordinate's performance, i.e., either a combination 
of a lack of ability, low effort, low commitment, and 
laziness, or even a lack of equipment, excessive 
workload, etc. 
There were those who included some more variables to 
the above, e.g., the sex of the leader and of the 
subordinates. Gregory H. Dobbins, et alia (1983) 
extended the Mitchell and Wood (1979) model of 
attribution by including sex of the leader and sex of 
the subordinates as moderating factors. Their 
findings supoort the contention that the sex composition 
of the leader-subordinate dyad is a critical variable 
that must be considered when examining the use of 
the control process or influences. 
3. More recently, leader behavior and relationship with 
subordinates have been viewed from the point of a 
leader's attribution of subordinates' prior 
performance information. Warren Watson and 
Larry Michaelson (1984) concluded that leader 
attributions of prior performance and substantial 
support for the effect of leader participation 
behavior on problem solving effectiveness 
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influence leader/subordinate behavior. 
A. There were also those who looked at the effect of 
power resources upon the followers' perception of 
leadership function and hostility arousal. 
Kitajina Shigehi (1976) concluded that power 
resources, which seemed to be the background 
for performance function perception, determined 
hostility arousal. 
The work so far done on leadership through attribution theory has 
produced very important conclusions and suggestions. The whole 
notion of attribution theory currently suggests that the leader does 
not react directly to subordinates' behavior, but rather processes 
and interprets that behavior through a set of causal attributes about 
what particular subordinate's behavior occurred. Thus, the process 
is: 
Subordinate Behavior. 
Leader Causal Attributes. 
Leader Behavior. 
This implies that leaders try to understand why subordinates behave 
in a particular manner through some lenses and then select 
appropriate behavior or action. 
So far, relatively little attention has been paid by researchers 
to socio-cultural issues as causal attributes. This paper, 
therefore, attempts to propose a model that views socio-cultural 
issues as causal attributes to not only the leader's behavior but 
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also that of the subordinates. 
A Model of Attribution Theory 
This paper acknowledges the potency and realism of using the 
subordinates’ level of performance, sex, information or prior 
performance level, ability, commitment, etc. as causal attributes or 
lenses through which the leaders’ behaviors are viewed. The effort 
here is to introduce causal attributes that will attempt to include 
or roost of the causal attributes used by earlier researchers in a 
way that will make for easier understanding. This work recognizes 
the Mitchell and Wood attribution model of leadership (1979) as a 
substantial pioneer in this area. Their work is one of the first to 
utilize the observation cues (referred to earlier) as proposed by 
Kelley (1976). These observation cues, distinctiveness, 
consistency, consensus, help one to make sense out of the various 
stimuli that the leader or observer encounters. They saw them most 
importantly as the major input into the actual causal attributes held 
by a person. Acknowledged here also is the work of Nebeker and 
Mitchell (1974), which viewed leaders’ conscious perceptions as a 
possible explanation for leader expectations. 
This model is therefore based on the following assumptions and 
conclusions that: 
1. All behavior is rational and logical from the 
perspective of the behavior. 
2. The environment in which a person lives causes 
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him/her to attend to certain things more than 
others. When a person is reinforced for 
discriminating among certain stimuli, and not 
reinforced for other discriminations, the person 
learns from the environment certain ways of 
selecting and organizing perceptions. 
Individuals from one culture may be totally 
unfamiliar with certain activities or designs 
common to another culture. 
4. Each culture develops a system for communicating, 
including language, symbols, and art. These 
can influence perceptual processes by stressing 
some aspects of the environment over others, 
or by emphasizing certain ways of classifying 
the environment. 
5. Effective leader behavior is based on attempts 
to understand why subordinates behave in a 
particular manner and this attempt to understand 
is done through certain lenses or causal 
attributes. 
6. Culture and norms are internalized as each new 
generation passes through the process of 
socialization; therefore, culture is a reservoir 
of differences and continuous resilience. 
























































































similar functions, i.e., following, but the 
way this is done is based on the cultural values 
and norms in which they operate. 
8. There are universally recognizable leadership 
roles like caring, meaning attribution, emotional 
stimulation, and executive functions (Yalora, et 
» 1^73), but the way these are played 
out differs from one culture to another. 
Traditionally, leadership studies have viewed the independent 
variable (i.e., the cause or antecedent) as either an attribute of 
the leader (skill or personality), a dimension of leader behavior 
(style), or, more recently, a combination of the two along with 
situational factors. The satisfaction of subordinates and 
performance was viewed as the dependent variable (effects or results 
of the independent variable). 
Later studies, e.g., Lowin and Crain (1968), Green (1975), and 
Barrow (1976), have questioned the above view and in their research 
were able to indicate by results obtained that the reverse could be 
the case. They indicated that some of their results showed that the 
satisfaction of subordinates was the independent variable and the 
leader behavior the dependent variable. Mitchell and Wood (1979), 
using this latter finding, concluded that both leader behavior and 
subordinate satisfaction were reciprocal. This model, however, 
views subordinate behavior as an independent variable, while leader 
behavior is viewed as a dependent variable. In reference to the 
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diagram, the variables are discussed: 
1- ^dependent Variable; The independent variables 
in this model are made up of: 
a* Subordinate/Follower Behavior: These include 
all the patterns and level of intensity of 
subordinate or follower behavior like 
aggressiveness, competitiveness, submissiveness, 
interpersonal competencies, achievement needs, 
independence, risk preferences, etc. This 
includes other acquired behaviors that could 
be described as abilities, e.g., skills and 
knowledge, etc. 
b* Situational Factors: Situational factors 
include political, economic, religious, 
and social situations, along with the 
mission or goal under consideration. 
2. Dependent Variables: This model views leader 
behavior as the dependent variable with the basic 
belief that a leader is a leader only when people 
allow him to lead. The leadership behaviors 
recognized here are based on the position the 
leader assumes while playing the universally 
recognizable roles, i.e., caring, meaning 
attribution, emotional stimulation, and executive 
functions. These positions are: 
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a. Leader in Front: This is the leader who 
decides and announces his decision without 
prior consultation with subordinates or 
followers, and, at best, invites questions 
from them after announcing decisions. 
b* Leader in Center: This leader presents a 
problem to subordinates, gets their 
suggestions, presents tentative decisions 
subject to modifications, and then either 
makes final decision or defines limits and 
asks subordinates to make decisions, 
c. Leader Behind: This is the leader who 
delegates fully and sees a leader's position 
as that of defining and setting limits 
within which followers or subordinates can 
operate. 
These positions are determined by the intensity placed by 
each leader on the universally recognizable leader's roles 
or functions. These functions, caring, emotional 
stimulation, meaning attribution, and executive 
function, are defined: 
a. Caring: This is a leadership function that 
deals with accepting, understanding and 
supporting subordinates, and expressing 
warmth and affection as a model for those 
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subordinates. This function helps 
subordinates to develop close relationships 
and genuineness. 
b* Emotional Stimulation: Though this refers 
to intensive modeling, it is aimed at 
catalyzing interaction through challenging and 
confronting subordinates, thereby bringing 
about the releasing of strong emotions. 
c* Meaning Attribution: This refers to the 
amount of time leaders spend explaining why 
they do what they do. This they do by 
reflecting, interpreting, explaining, 
labeling, linking, and naming functions. 
This also involves translating feelings into 
behavior and ideas. 
d. Executive Function: This is defined as 
setting standards and goals, giving directions, 
managing time, sequencing, pacing, stopping, 
interceding, and setting rules and limits. 
It also includes inviting, eliciting, 
questioning, suggesting procedures for 
subordinates, and dealing with decision-making. 
3. Intervening Variables: The intervening variables, 
referred to here also as causal attributes, seek to 
answer the question, "What leads to both subordinate 
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and leader behavior?" For example, servants or 
domestic help do most of the tasks around the home. 
In some cultures, included in these tasks is the role 
of shoe cleaning, but in other cultures, this is not 
included. So, the issue here is that of perception, 
which this model believes is guided strongly by 
socio-cultural issues, including, of course, the 
prevalent situational factors. In effect, individuals 
perceive things differently based on their cultures. 
The basic argument here is that differing values that 
emerge out of different cultures lead to different 
aspects of the same situation emerging as salient for 
members of different cultures. 
Issues to be discussed under the intervening 
variables could be classified under the following 
dimensions of culture identified, tested, and 
found useful by Geert Hofstede (1980). As can be 
seen, most, if not all, of the causal attributes 
like power, sex, etc., cited in earlier studies, 
could be identified in Hofstede's dimensions. 
These cultural dimensions are: (a) power distance, 
(b) uncertainty avoidance, (c) individualism/ 
collectivism, and (d) masculinity/femininity, 
a. Power Distance: This indicates the extent 
to which a society accepts human inequality. 
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Inequality can occur in such areas as prestige, 
wealth, and power; different societies put 
different weights on status consistency 
among these areas. 
b* Uncertainty Avoidance: This indicates the 
extent to which a society feels threatened by 
uncertain or ambiguous situations. Different 
societies seek to cope with these uncertainties 
through the domains of technology, law, and 
religion. In organizations these take the 
form of technology, rules, and rituals. 
c* Individualism: This refers to the relationship 
prevails in a given society. Is it a 
loosely-knit social framework in which people 
are supposed to take care of themselves and 
of their immediate families only? Is it 
collectivism, the opposite, where there is a 
tight social framework in which people 
distinguish between in-groups and out-groups? 
In-groups are expected to look after each 
member in exchange for loyalty. 
d. Masculinity: This, with its opposite pole, 
femininity, acknowledges the quality of 
sexes as a fundamental fact. The issue 
here is how different societies cope in 
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different ways with the biological differences 
between the sexes. It seeks to understand 
how roles in social activities are affected by 
sex differences. It also attempts to look 
at the extent to which the dominant values in a 
society are assertiveness, money and things, not 
caring for others, quality of life, and people. 
4. Observation Cues; The following observation cues 
introduced by Kelley (1976) are used here to help one 
try to make some sense out of the various stimuli that 
the leader or observer views. From their position in 
the diagram, it could be seen that they serve as 
important input into the actual causal attributes held 
by the person. These observation cues are: 
a* Distinctiveness: Information about how a 
person reacts to similar situations or similar 
stimuli. 
b. Consistency: Information about whether the 
person reacts in the same way to other 
situations, stimuli, or occasions. 
c. Consensus: Information about how others 
within the same socio-cultural milieu react 
in the same situation being considered. 
The raertis of this model could be viewed from the point of view 
of the following questions: 
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1. Does the model improve our understanding of or 
ability to predict events related to leadership? 
2. Does the model advance knowledge about the concept 
of leadership to the extent that it has potential 
for applicability? 
This attribution theory model, which suggests that the leader 
does not directly act from observing the subordinate or situation but 
interprets such behavior or situation through a set of causal 
attributes, in this case the culture, is an attempt to explain why a 
leadership situation in one cultural milieu differs from the other. 
The ability to explain a particular leadership style will undoubtedly 
make it possible for predictions to be made about leadership 
situations in that circumstance. Several researchers who of late 
have researched attribution theory agree that though, "This area of 
study has only recently gained the attention of behavioral 
researchers, the results to date suggest that causal attributes may 
indeed play an important part in determining what leader behaviors 
are chosen" (Mitchell and Wood, 1979, Luthans, 1981). 
This model makes it possible to detect the simultaneous actions 
of many variables that impact leadership in terms of the effect of 
the dispositions of subordinates or followers and situational 
factors, i.e., political, social, economic, and religious factors. 
The issue here is that all these are viewed through the cultural 
lenses of a people; this legitimizes the theory. 
In terms of applicability, there is no doubt that an 
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understanding of the concept of leadership will help both 
practitioners and theorists alike to control the difficulty now 
encountered the world over, especially in multi-national settings, 
over effective leadership. With better understanding of leadership 
which this model offers, there is hope that new approaches can be 
introduced for leadership, especially in multi-cultural settings to 
which most, if not all, countries are drifting. Even if we cannot 
control what goes on in such multi-cultural leadership settings, a 
big value that can come from this model, according to Wells (1978), 
is that of being able to predict what would happen. It would be 
possible for a leader from the United States to predict what 
leadership style subordinates from Nigeria would expect and respect, 
given their culture and the attributes they given to effective 
leadership. 
CHAPTER IV 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
This section focuses on the overall design, methodology, choice 
of respondents, instrumentation, and data collection procedure. 
Since the main purpose of the study is to introduce and apply a 
model of leadership study that can account for different leadership 
patterns in different cultures, it is considered most suitable to 
adopt an approach that would reciprocate the model outlined in the 
preceding chapter. This model, above everything, attempts to 
explain leadership styles in different cultures and, according to the 
model, there is the leader in front, leader in the center, and leader 
behind. Each of these positions is a factor of the leader's 
societal emphasis on the four dimensions of culture, i.e., power 
distance, uncertainty avoidance, individuality/collectivism, and 
masculinity/femininity. These four dimensions seek to answer the 
following basic questions: What is the character of human nature? 
What is the relationship of man to nature? What is the temporal 
focus of life? What is the modality of man's activities? What is 
the relationship of man to other men? The way each society answers 
these questions determines its leadership and the level of intensity 
on the leadership functions, i.e., caring, meaning attribution, 




From the above conclusions and other conclusions and references 
reached in the literature review, the following hypotheses guide this 
study: 
1. A leader's emphasis on the different leadership 
function is a factor of the leader's societal 
emphasis on the four dimensions of culture. 
2. Leadership style/position will vary according 
to the leader's emphasis on the leadership 
functions. 
3. Chinese leaders will be identified as leaders 
in front, Americans as leaders in the center, 
and their Nigerian counterparts as leaders behind. 
Method 
The method or approach for data collection and analysis of data 
in this study is a multiple approach. This is necessary since a 
very limited number of samples is involved. This method is based 
mainly on the group feedback analysis process, a multiple approach to 
the measurement of people's disposition made popular by Heller 
(1968). This first part uses questionnaire for which rigorous, hard 
statisical techniques of anallysis are available. The second 
involves a simulation of real organization. The third uses the 
results of both the questionnaire in Stage I and the outcome of 
simulation exercise in Stage II to initiate an interpretation and 
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discussion feedback session. The third session which, according to 
Heller (1968), is, "opportunistically empirical and soft," acts as a 
check on the meaning of results in both Stages I and II. The group 
feedback approach is therefore based on three interrelated steps. 
The Samples 
In order to test and refine the theoretical framework, this study 
collects data from three cultural groups, the Asian, Black, and 
Western cultures. Within each of the above clusters are several 
possibilities, but Nigeria is a natural choice, for this research is 
originally Nigerian and can therefore decipher information from there 
much more naturally than elsewhere. The country is also of special 
interest because apart from accounting for almost one third of the 
African population, about one quarter of the Black people on earth 
live in Nigeria. 
The United States of America is a certainty for inclusion, 
because this researcher presently lives here. Apart from being 
aptly described as the melting pot of the Western culture, more 
research on leadership has been carried out here than in the rest of 
the world put together. The fast economic growth, advanced 
technology, size, and cosmopolitan nature of American society also 
makes it impossible to ignore. 
The third choice, China, is obvious, because China is a clear 
giant'among the Eastern cultures and the world at large, being the 
most populated country in the world. 
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The questionnaire was distributed to twenty samples selected from 
each country. From these twenty, six to eight of them are inolved 
further in a simulation exercise. These samples are graduate 
students from schools in New England who had had a minimum of two 
years working experience. As stated earlier, neither those from 
Nigeria nor China have lived continuously in the United States or 
elsewhere for more than five years without going back home. This 
sample size is deemed adequate in view of the intense and multiple 
nature of the methodology applied. 
Instrument Development 
An attempt is made in developing the instrument to fulfill the 
requirements of the model in this study and to get at the impact of 
culture on different leadership styles in different cultures through 
the use of carefully specified sets of concepts. 
Questionnaire. 
The questionnaire adopted for this study therefore is the one 
successfully used by Geert Hofstede (1971) in a cross-cultural 
study. Hofstede's study involved 40 different countries and he 
sought to explore the differences in thinking and related leadership 
styles in different cultures. He was able to use the outcome of the 
study to form clusters of countries with similar index profiles. 
The success of this study has been acclaimed by many scholars, 
prominent among them are Moran and Harris (1982). This questionnaire 
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probed four dimensions of culture (power distance, uncertainty 
avoidance, individualism and masculinity) and were found by Hofstede 
to be theoretically relevant and also to satisfy Kluckholm's (1952) 
criteria for universal categories of culture and they also come very 
close to the "standard analytic issues" distilled from the literature 
on national character" by Inkeles and Levinson (1969). 
Simulation Exercise 
The second tool was the simulation exercise, "The Construction 
Game" designed by Parry and Robinson (1977) to explore the leadership 
styles of managers. This consists of the design and construction of 
a warehouse - which has to be done by each country team. This game 
demands that each team produces a leader their own way. From that 
point on, each leader conducts the business of planning, design and 
construction of a warehouse using the material provided. The game 
lasts approximately two hours depending on each group. 
The behavior of the members and particularly of the leader was 
recorded and latter assessed. The perception of members on the 
performance and adequacy of leadership provided by the selected 
leaders was monitored by the administration of a questionnaire after 
the game. There was a feedback session where the members were given 
the opportunity to agree or disagree with observations made and to 
clarify issues further. The game offered the opportunity to simulate 
and observe phenomena similar to what pertains in a real-world 
situation. 
69 
Description of the Method 
Stage I 
This stage involves the response to the questionnaire which was 
done before the stimulation. The result of the questionnaire is 
statistically analyzed, giving group averages and simple measures of 
variance in readiness for the feedback session. 
Stage II 
This step involves the simulation exercise where the construction 
game is played by each country team. After the research objectives 
are briefly explained to the participants and their cooperation 
enlisted, each team proceeds to select a leader their own way. Each 
leader after this stage assumes responsibility for the collection of 
materials, organizing the team, planning, designing and eventual 
execution of the project. On completing the construction of the 
warehouse, participants respond to a short questionnaire scaling to 
find out how they rated the performance of their leader. Each team 
then holds a discussion of its leaders behavior throughout the 
exercise, coming to a consensus on why the team members selected that 
person as their leader, whether or not such leader fulfilled the team 
expectations, and what they needed to consider before selecting a 
leader. 
Stage III 
Stage three consisted of a discussion of the feedback results 
obtained in Stages I and II. At the early part, little or no 
structure is introduced in the discussion. Semi-structured, 
70 
prepared questions are, however, introduced later to guide the 
discussion. These questions attempt to probe each group's 
disposition towards the four dimensions of culture and the effect of 
these on leadership roles in their cultures. They are then asked to 
identifiy the type of leadership generally acceptable in their 
culture, using leadership styles stipulated in the theory guiding the 
study. 
All the exercises in both Stages II and III are videotaped. The 
analysis of this step is done by content analysis of the tape 
transcript. 
Data Analysis 
The questionnaire responses are statistically analyzed, producing 
a simple measure of variance in terms of each group’s disposition 
towards the four dimensions of culture. The differences obtained 
from the ratings of leaders and why particular people were selected 
leaders produced by each team in Stage II is analyzed. Since this 
step is videotaped, an assessment of the behavior of the leaders and 
their team members is analyzed according to their activity during the 
construction game, paying attention to both their activities and 
verbal utterances. This step also affords the opportunity to 
observe the behavior of the group as a whole, and its leader in 
particular. 
The outcome of Stage III is analyzed by a content analysis of the 
videotape recordings and notes taken during the session. 
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Advantages of this Method 
1. The group feedback analysis combines the advantages 
of a self-administered questionnaire, particularly 
quantification, with some of the flexibility 
and depth available through interviews. 
2. This method makes it possible for the researcher 
to continuously evaluate the working hypothesis. 
A working hypothesis, according to Kaplan, is 
a "belief pertaining to the course of inquiry but 
not necessarily pertaining to its ultimate destination” 
(Kaplan, 1964). Under favorable circumstances, 
group feedback analysis enables a researcher to check 
on the appropriateness of a given hypothesis. 
3. The group-administered research instruments, such as 
this has the unique ability of handling psychologically 
complex material with greater confidence. The main issue 
here is that there are times when questions posed by 
researchers fail to transmit exactly what the researcher 
intends; this is more so in questions relating to 
culture. A researcher from one culture may pose a 
question which a respondent from a different culture may 
misunderstand. With this method, however, there is the 
opportunity for both the researcher and the respondent 
to clarify issues. 
3. A researcher frequently obtains clues that arise from 
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a group behavior during the administration of the 
research. While this information is impressionistic, 
some of it tends to lend itself to quantification by 
unobtrusive measures along the lines described by Webb, 
et alia (1966). This method, since it affords a 
researcher more information during the feedback, 
gives one a much broader and deeper understanding of 
the sample's composition. This therefore gives more 
insight into situational variables that affect the 
group being studied. 
5. Efficiency consideration makes this method very 
appealing. Once a group has agreed to spend a 
certain amount of time with a researcher, the amount 
of work that can be done is considerable. 
Questionnaire fatigue" and flagging interest can 
be handled by the researcher and are also minimized 
by seeing the test of the group at work. This helps 
to minimize the effect of poor-quality responses 
usually recorded towards the tail-end of a long 
research session. 
Lastly, this method offers a much needed flexibility usually 
useful in a multinational study like this. Though the case 
questions that make comparison possible will not be changed, other 
questions could be changed to suit each nationality and, above all, 
the questions could be rephrased to suit each group. 
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Disadvantages of this Method 
The major disadvantage of this method is the apparent 
contamination of results obtained from Stage III. At this point, 
answers are given by individuals in a group; when the discussion 
becomes animated, the interplay between personalities and attitudes 
increases and the information is contaminated by the interaction 
process and the group setting in which it takes place. Some 
individuals will be inhibited, others spurred on. There is also the 
conformity effect that is usually present when individuals interact 
m a group setting. 
CHAPTER V 
DATA COLLECTION AND TREATMENT 
This chapter describes the treatment of data obtained in the 
study, in terms of frequency distribution, correlations and analysis 
of variance using country mean scores. In order to present and 
interpret findings, the chapter is divided into two main parts; the 
first consists of the presentation of data collected, while the 
second deals with the analysis and interpretation of information 
gathered. 
The first part starts with the data from the questionnaire that 
probes the dimensions of culture, i.e. power distance, uncertainty 
avoidance, individualism/collectivisra orientation and 
masculinity/feminity dimensions. The second part looks at data from 
the simulation exercise and observation. 
In the questionnaire responses, the following apply to all the 
three countries. 
1. Number of respondents is 20 per country. 
I 
2. In the computation of the scores, the following numbers 
mean: 
1 = high 
2 = medium high 
3 = medium low 




The first of the four dimensions of culture probed in this study 
is power distance. The basic issue involved here is human 
inequality, inequality that can occur in areas such as prestige, 
wealth, power, etc. Different societies and cultures consistently 
put different weights on status among these areas; in effect, each 
culture justifies authority and the way it is used. Cognizance is 
taken in this study of the fact that differences in the exercise of 
power in a hierarchy relate to the value systems of both leaders and 
followers, i.e., culture, and not the values of the leaders only, 
even though they are the more powerful partners. As was mentioned 
earlier, leadership can only exist as a complement to "followership" 
or "subordinateship" and the way each side plays out its function 
must conform to a society's agreed upon standard, i.e. the culture of 
the society. In each society, therefore, a given level of power 
distance is found in all spheres of life ranging from the norm in the 
early socialization by the family, the school, and other institutions 
in the society like work organizations, etc. In each of the three 
cultures studied, power distance is established in terms of low power 
distance or high power distance. 
In this study, the following questions in the questionnaire 
probed power distance: 
1. Be consulted by your direct superior in his/her 
decisions? (9)(36). 
2. How frequently, in your work environment, are 
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subordinates afraid to express disagreement with their 
superior? (26)(28). 
3. People above you getting involved in details of your 
job which should be left to you. (30). 
4. Employees lose respect for a manager who asks them for 
their advice before he makes a final decisioon (35). 
5. The most preferred manager to work under. (19). 
In Table 1 is a computation of the mean scores obtained in each 
of the above questions in the three countries studied. 
Uncertainty Avoidance. 
The second dimension of culture in this study is labelled 
uncertainty avoidance. This general label looks at uncertainty 
about the future, as this is a basic fact of human life, and the way 
each society tries to cope through the domains of technology, law and 
religion. In organizations, these take the form of technology, 
rules, regulations, laws, etc. Technology includes all human 
artifacts, law and all formal and informal rules that guide social 
behavior, religion, and all revealed knowledge of the unknown. 
Technology has helped the human race defend itself against 
uncertainties caused by nature and in law to defend against 
uncertainties in the behavior of others, and in religion to accept 
the uncertainties we cannot defend ourselves against. 
Different societies and cultures have adapted to uncertainties in 
different ways. These ways not only differ between different 
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Table 1: Power Distance Country Mean Scores 
Power Distance Index Value Items 
1. Be consulted by your direct superior 
in his/her decisions (9/36) 
2. Employees being afraid to express 
disagreement with their managers (26/28) 
3. People above you getting involved in 
details of your job which should be left 
to you (30). 
4. Employees lose respect for a manager who 
asks them for their advice before he makes 
a final decision (35). 
China U.S.A. Nigeria 
1.96 2.54 3.20 
1.71 2.65 3.06 
2.42 2.46 2.66 
2.42 2.90 3.03 
1.43 1.50 3.10 
1.98 2.41 3.01 
High Medium Low 
Mean score (Power Distance) 
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cultures but also within cultures, this was earlier referred to as 
socio-cultural. Ways of coping with uncertainty belong to the 
cultural heritage of societies and are transferred and reinforced 
through basic institutions like the family, the school, the state, 
etc. Their roots are non-rational, and they lead to collective 
behavior in one society which may seem aberrant and incomprehensible 
to members of other societies. 
An uncertainty avoidance index for each of the three countries 
has been compiled on the basis of the country mean scores for the 
following questions: 
1. Have little tension and stress on the job (3) 
2. Have security of employment (6). 
3. Work in a well defined job situation where the requirements 
are clear (18). 
4. A company or organization’s rules should not be broken even 
when employee thinks it is in the organization's best 
interests (22)(40). 
5. How long do you think you will continue working for this 
organization (27). 
6. Staying with one company for a long time is usually the 
best way to get ahead in business (39). 
In Table 2 is the computation of each country mean scores in the 
above questions. 
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Table 2: Uncertainty Avoidance Country Mean Scores 
Uncertainty Avoidance Index Value Items 
1. Have little tension and stress on the 
China U.S.A. Nigeria 
job (3). 3.01 3.03 2.41 
Have security of employment (6). 3.20 2.98 1.96 
Work in a well defined job situation 
where the requirements are clear (18) 2.98 3.10 2.42 
A company's or organization's rules 
should not be broken even when employee 
thinks it is in the organization's best 
interest (22)(40) 3.03 2.66 1.74 
How long do you think you will continue 
working for this organization (27) 2.88 2.42 2.22 
Staying within one company for a long 
time is usually the best way to get 
ahead in business (39) 3.18 2.80 2.30 
Mean score (Uncertainty Avoidance) 3.04 2.83 2.17 
Low Low High 
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Individualism/Collectivism. 
The third dimension of culture in this study is called 
individualism/collectivism. It probes the relationship between the 
individual and the collectivity in a given society or culture. It 
is reflected in the way people live together, i.e., in nuclear 
familes, extended families, etc., and its attendant value 
implications. In some cultures individualism is viewed as a 
blessing, a source of well-being and maturity, in others, it is seen 
as alienating. 
The relationship between the individual and the collectivity in 
human society is not only a matter of ways of living together, but is 
is intimately linked with societal norms. It therefore affects both 
people’s mental programming, and the structure and functioning of 
many other types of institutions besides the family, i.e. 
educational, religious, political, etc. The core concept is how the 
self-concept is viewed in each society. So in effect, the issue of 
individualism versus collectivism carries strong moral overtones. 
The norm prevalent in a given society as to the degree of 
individualism/collectivism expected from its members will strongly 
affect the nature of the relationship between a person and the 
organization to which he/she belongs. More collectivist societies 
call for greater emotional dependence of members on their 
organizations and the organizations in return should assume broad 
responsibility for their members. Thus the level of 





reasons for complying with organizational requirements. The 
individualism/collectivism in a given society will also, in 
affect what type of person will be admitted into positions of 
special influence in organizations. 
In this study, the individualism/collectivism orientation is 
probed through the following questions: 
1. Have sufficient time left for your personal or family 
life (1). 
2. Work with people who cooperate well with one another (8). 
3. Have opportunity for higher earnings (11). 
4. Have an opportunity to help other people (17). 
5. Some group of employees looking down upon other groups 
of employees (31). 
6. Competition among employees usually does more harm 
than good (34). 
7. Decisions made by individuals are usually of higher 
quality than decisions made by groups (37). 
8. A corporation should do as much as it can to help solve 
social problems (poverty, descrimination, pollution, etc.) 
(38). 
In Table 3 is the computation of each country mean score in the 
above questions. 
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Table 3: Individualism/Collectivism Country Mean Scores 
Individualism/Collectivism Index 
Value Items 
China U.S.A. Nigeria 
1. Have sufficient time left for your 
personal or family life (1) 3.20 2.40 3.08 
2. Work with people who cooperate well 
with one another (8) 3.02 1.90 2.98 
3. Have opportunity for higher earnings 3.00 1.80 2.46 
4. Have an opportunity for helping others 2.98 2.02 2.66 
5. Some group of employees looking down 
upon other groups of employees (31) 3.22 2.03 3.23 
6. Competition among employees usually 
does more harm than good (34) 3.42 1.70 3.20 
7. Decisions made by individuals are usually 
of higher quality than decisions made by 
groups (37) 3.05 1.85 2.96 
8. A corporation should do as much as it 
can to help society solve social 
problems (poverty, discrimination, 
pollution, etc.)(38) 3.12 1.92 3.08 
Mean Score (Individualism/Collectivism) 3.12 1.95 2.95 
Low High Low 
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Masculinity/Femininity. 
The fourth dimension along which cultures are distinguished in 
this study is the masculinity/femininity dimension. The duality of 
the sexes is a fundamental fact with which different cultures and 
societies cope with in different ways. The main issue here is 
whether the biological differences between the sexes should or should 
not have implications for their roles in social activities. Sex 
roles in each society are perpetuated by socialization in families, 
schools, peer groups and even through the media. The predominant 
socialization pattern is for men to be more assertive and for women 
to be more nurturing. In organizations, there is a relationship 
between the perceived goals of the organization and the career 
possibilities for men and women. 
In all societies the duality of nature-given fact of males and 
females and its attendant complexity is one each society had to cope 
with in its own specific way. The only difference between women and 
men which is absolute is that women bear children and men beget 
them. The biological differences between the sexes not immediately 
related to their roles in procreation are statistical rather than 
absolute, i.e. men on the average are physically stronger than women 
and women on the average have greater finger dexterity than men. 
Though these differences are true for all human societies, the actual 
division of roles differ from one society to another and the reasons 
for role assignment are mediated by cultural norms and traditions. 
The implication of the above is that the words masculinity and 
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feminity do not refer in any simple way to fundamental traits of 
personality, but rather to learned style of interpersonal 
interactions which are deemed to be socially appropriate to specific 
social contexts, and which are perpetuated over time. So there is 
the tendency for certain things to be important to men and women in 
organizations, i.e. more important for men are advancement, earnings, 
etc. and for women, working conditions, social aspects of the job, 
working hours, etc. 
In this study, the following questions probe this dimension: 
1. Have challenging tasks to do, from which you can get 
a personal sense of accomplishment (2). 
2. Have good physical working conditions (good 
ventilation and lighting, adequate work space, etc.) 
(4). 
3. Make a real contribution to the success of your company or 
organization (10). 
4. Having interesting work to do is just as important to 
most people as having high earnings (33). 
5. Most employees in industry prefer to avoid responsibility, 
have little ambition and want security above all. 
6. Have an element of variety and adventure in the job (15). 
In Table 4 is the computation of each country’s mean score in the 
above questions. 
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Table 4: Masculinity/Femininity Country Mean Scores 
Masculinity/Femininity Index Value Ii-pm«s 
U.S.A. 
2.01 
1. Have challenging tasks to do from which 





2. Have good physical working conditions 
(good ventilation and lighting, adequate 
work space,etc.)(4) 2.90 2.06 2.88 
3. Make a real contribution to the success 
of your company or organization (10) 2.86 1.98 2.46 
4. Having interesting work to do is just as 
important to most people as having high 
earnings (33) 3.01 1.96 2.80 
5. Most employees in industry prefer to 
avoid responsibility, have little 
ambition and want security above all. 3.02 2.40 2.64 
6. Have an element of variety and adventure 
in the job (15) 2.94 2.08 2.68 
Mean Score (Masculinity/Femininity) 2.94 2.08 2.68 
High M/Low M/High 
86 
The mean scores, standard deviation and analysis of variance of 
the three cultural groups is shown in Table 5. 
Table 5: Mean Scores, Standard Deviation 
Variable Sum Mean STD Dev Variance N 
For entire 
population 3363.0000 101.9091 9.4451 89.2102 55 
China 796.0000 113.7143 7.2276 52.2381 17 
U.S.A. 1190.0000 99.1667 8.1222 65.9697 17 
Nigeria 1377.0000 98.3571 6.6403 44.0934 21 
Table 6 below represents a further analysis of variance between 
and within the three cultural groups so as to find out whether or not 
there exist significant differences between them. 
Table 6: Analysis of Variance in the Three Groups 
D.F. Sura of Squares Means Squares F.Ratio F.Prob. 
Between Groups 2 1242.4177 621.2089 11.559 .0002 
Within Groups 30 1612.3095 53.7437 
Total 32 2854.7273 
** Mean Group * The Nigerian and the American groups are 
98.3571 Nigeria significantly different from the Chinese 
99.1667 USA groups. 
113.7143 China 
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The Simulation Exercise 
As was stated earlier in Chapter III, the simulation exercise was 
designed to explore both the follower's or subordinate's behavior and 
more specifically the leader behavior. The behavior of the 
subordinates was assessed by their ability to question leadership, 
offer suggestions or opinions openly, work independently of others or 
work within the large group or get in smaller groups within the 
group. the leader behavior was monitored in terms of caring, 
emotional stimulation, executive function and also in terms of leader 
willingness to ask for and/or accept suggestions. The selection 
style was also monitored. The table below describes what generally 
happened in each group. 
88 
Table 7: Simulation Exercises 
Simulation SteDs China U.S.A. Nigeria 
1. Leadership Selection 
a. Approach 





The most trained 
i.e. the only 
Ph.D. candidate 











a. Planning time. 15 minutes 7 minutes 45 minutes 
b. Approach Leader asked each 
person what they 
could do well in 
terms of the con¬ 




in the group 
















a. Time. 20 minutes. 35 minutes 30 minutes. 































little or no 
humor. 
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High Points of the Simulation Exercise. 
The following high points are indicated here because they will be 
central to understanding the trend in each group. 
China. 
The high point in the Chinese group was the change of leadership 
just five minutes into the exercise. When asked, they indicated 
this happened because the leader who was originally selected because 
he was the only Ph.D. candidate in the group failed to take charge 
and assign each person a function. Equally interesting was the fact 
that if one entered the room one minute after this change of 
leadership, it will be impossible for the person to observe an 
evidence of such change. The person that was selected was the next 
best qualified and the deposed leader worked as enthusiastically 
under him as any other person. When the deposied leader was asked 
how he felt at the end of the exercise, his answer was that he was 
relieved! 
U.S.A. 
For the USA group, the highlight was that halfway through the 
exercise, all activity shifted from one end of the table where the 
leader (a male) sat to the other end of the table where the three 




For the Nigerian group, the highlight was the very long time the, 
spend selecting a leader. This was no surprise since they looked 
for a leader through consensus. Planning also took a very long time 
in comparison to the other two groups. There was much argument. 
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Table 8: Leadsership Assessment: Country Mean Scores* 
How effective was vour team leader in- 
Nigeria Vanilla U • S • A 
1. Helping the members of your group to 
reach agreement on the method of 
construction. 
4 3 4 
2. Defining what each person’s role 
(contribution, responsibility) 
would be? 
3 3 2 
3. Getting the input of each person 
in arriving at a goal (time 
estimate)? 3 4 3 
4. Recognizing the needs of team 
members during construction 
(Clarifying, avoiding duplication)? 3 3 3 
5. Keeping everyone involved and busy 
during construction: 3 3 3 
6. Maintaining a competitive spirit 
by checking to see how the other 
teams were doing? 
7. Reminding the group of the goal 
periodically and reporting progress 
toward it (e.g., by keeping time - 
"one minute" ... "two minutes," etc.)? 3 3 2 
8. Harnessing skills/knowledge that 
emerged in your group? 3 4 4 
9. Maintaining a positive attitude of 
success throughout the game? 4 4 4 
10. Winning? (Every team can be a 
winner in some respect) 3 4 4 
Mean Score 3.22 3.88 3.22 
* Leaders assessed on a scale of 1-4, 4 being the highest score 
and 1 the lowest. See appendix for instrument. 
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Data Analysis 
From data presented above In this chapter and elsewhere in this 
study, one can conclude that the values each society places on the 
dimensions of culture affect everyone in that society regardless of 
position, i.e. leader or follower/subordinate. In analysing the 
data, variables outlines in the theory in Chapter III are utilized, 
these include, 
1. The subordinates or followers disposition since 
as stated earlier, leadership is a complement of 
followership or subordinateship. 
2. The four dimensions of culture, i.e. power distance, 
uncertainty avoidance, individualism/collectivism and 
masculinity/feminity. 
3. The leadership functions - caring, meaning attribution, 
emotional stimulation and executive functions. 
4. The style or position of the leader, i.e. leader in 
front, leader in the center and leader behind. 
For a more effective analysis, each of three cultures studied, 
i.e. China, U.S.A. and Nigeria will be analyzed independently. 
1. China. 
From the data on the four dimensions of culture, the following 
conclusions could be made about the Chinese: 
a. There is high power distance between the leader 
and follows/subordinates. 
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b. Low uncertainty avoidance. 
c. Low individualism and therefore high collectivism, 
d. Medium masculinity. 
From the simulation exercise, the following was recorded: 
Selection of leader was by appointment. 
The person appointed was the only Ph.D. candidate in the 
group, i.e. most trained. 
Leadership was changed five minutes into the project. 
Deposed leader was accused of inability to take charge. 
Deposed leader worked well with others under new leadership. 
The new leader controlled all operations everyone had to 
address him, there was little communication among members, 
time was 15 minutes, execution 20 minutes. 
- No humor. 
They rated their leader highly. 
- Communication was top-down. 
From the foregoing, it could be concluded that for the Chinese, 
Followers/subordinates have strong dependence needs. 
Followers/subordinates expect leaders to take charge and 
give direction. 
* Ideal leader is a paternalist. 
* Everyone expects leaders to enjoy privileges, law and rules 
are different for leaders and subordinates or followers. 
If the above analysis is translated into leadership function, it 
could be seen that the high power distance as posted here usually 
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brings i„ its wake high intensity executive function. The leader is 
the most well trained and. therefore, followers learn from such a 
leader who must manage, sequence, pace, intercede if subordinates are 
to perform. Such a leader must take charge and as was the case here 
during the simulation subordinates demanded it. As a means of 
sustaining this high intensity executive function, this leader 
exhibits high intensity caring which is why the ideal leader here is 
a paternalist. Subordinates/followers expect to be taken care of 
both at work and at home. Meaning attribution and emotional 
stimulation function are both exhibited at a lower intensity level. 
Chang (1976) said that the main continuous principle of Chinese 
administration has been described as "Government of Man" in contrast 
to the Western idea of "Government by Law." This suras up the high 
collectivism found in the Chinese. The style of leadership here 
could be described as a family type, where the head of the family 
really takes charge but in doing that provides the father image for 
the rest of the family. This then is the profile of the leader in 
f_ront, who decides and announces his decision without prior 
consultation with subordinates or followers, and at best, invites 
questions from them after announcing the decision. It is the strong 
conviction of this researcher that this style in its pure form would 
work for this culture and as was demonstrated by the product of this 
exercise. In essence the leader in front style, if it does not 
degenerate into autocracy would be as potent as any other style given 
the Chinese culture. 
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B. U.S.A. 
For the U.S.A. group, data from the questionnaire indicate that 
on the four dimensions of culture the following were indicated for 
the leader: 
a. Medium power distance. 
b. Low uncertainty avoidance. 
c. High individualism. 
d. Medium/low masculinity. 
From the simulation exercise, the following were recorded: 
Leader selected by nomination election. 
The person elected was the most popular. 
Planning lasted for 7 minutes, while they executed in 35 
minutes. 
Each individual carried out own design before presenting it 
to the group during planning. 
During execution, initial work was done individually before 
working as a group. During group execution, the plan was 
altered several times. 
Half way through the project, all activities drifted 
towards the end of the table where the females sat. 
- There was laughter and humor in the group all through the 
the exercise. 
- Communication was even, members spoke to each other as much 
as they did to the leader. 
- They rated their leader highly. 
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From the above, one can therefore conclude that for the U.S. 
group: 
Followers/subordinates have medium dependence needs. 
Followers/subordinates expect leaders to consult them 
but will accept "autocratic" behavior as well when they 
see the necessity. 
The ideal leader is a democrat. 
Laws and rules apply to all but a certain level of 
privileges for leaders is judged normal. 
The above disposition brings about a leader who places high 
intensity as the meaning attribution as well as the emotional 
stimulation functions. 
This type of leadership indicates low intensity executive 
function since there is medium power distance, the resultant effect 
is that leadership is negotiated,. The lower than expected score in 
the masculinity/femininity indices indicates that there is high level 
of intensity caring in operation much more than most people in this 
culture are aware of. High individualism implies negotiation as a 
means of involving subordinates and indicates that for the leader to 
motivate followers or sustain leadership such a leader must indicate 
high intensity emotional stimulation and meaning attribution. 
Hofstede (1980) writing on the U.S.A. leadership style described it 
as a (village) market approach where people beat prices and even 
trade by barter or exchange. The above depicts a Leader in the 
Center, who presents a problem to subordinates, gets their 
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suggestions, presents tentative decision subject to modifications, 
and then either makes final decisions or defines limits and asks ’ 
subordinate/follower to make decisions. 
In the opinion of this researcher, this style in its pure form is 
very adequate for the U.S.A. culture. This in its pure form will be 
participative without degenerating to mob action or anarchy. 
C. Nigeria. 
On the four dimensions of culture from the questionnaire, the 
Nigerian group exhibited the following: 
- Low power distance. 
High uncertainty avoidance. 
Low individualism. 
- Medium/high masculinity. 
In the simulation, the following were recorded: 
- Leader selected by consensus. 
Person selected was the oldest and also one that commanded 
the respect of all. 
- Planning for the project took a very long time, i.e. 
40 minutes, and project was executed in 30 minutes. 
Communication flowed easily and at times without recognition 
who was the leader. 
More attention paid to the person with the expertise. 
- Group members argued very much among themselves and even at 
times with the leader. 
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It was business all the way, there was little or no humor. 
They rated their leader highly. 
From the above information, one can therefore conclude that for 
the Nigerians: 
* Followers/suordinates have low dependence needs. 
* Follower/subordinates expect leaders to consult them 
and may rebel or strike if leader is not staying within 
their legitimate role. 
Ideal leader to most is a loyal democrat or a complete 
delegator. 
Laws and rules apply to all and privileges for leaders 
are not considered acceptable. 
If the above is translated into the leadership functions, it will 
be seen that the above situation brings about a leader who exhibits 
high intensity emotional stimulation and caring. This is necessary 
since such a leader is a full delegator who depends on experts to 
lead. These experts are given a free hand to operate but are fired 
if the goal is not achieved. Executive function is sparingly used, 
but each time it is used, it is punitive. The very low power 
distance does not make it possible for leaders to use executive 
function often. Meaning attribution is used almost as much as the 
executive function, which is usually used when the expert subordinate 
is told what to do in general terras. These experts are then allowed 
to fashion out policies and strategies to achive results. The 
leader in this case uses caring function to encourage and motivate 
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subordinates. This system is a complete bureaucracy because it 
operates without red-tape. This then is the profile of the leader 
behind, where the leader delegates fully and who sees the leader 
position as that of defining and setting limits within which 
followers/subordinates can operate freely. 
This style given the Nigerian culture is effective as long as 
effort is made to ensure that bureaucracy does not perpetuate 
red-tapeism. 
At this stage, it is worthwhile to briefly look to see whether 
there was any consistency between the sets of data collected from 
both the questionnaire and the simulation. It was found that the 
conclusions reached from the data from both sources were 
consistent. On the power distance indices where the Chinese were 
seen to favor high power distance in the questionnaire, the U.S.A. 
medium power distance and the Nigerians low power distance, the 
following group process analysis done during the simulation 
collaborated the above. For the Chinese group, it was business all 
the way, all communication was to and from the group leader and it 
was clear who was in charge, in fact, the first leader was changed 
because he failed to take charge. For the U.S.A. group, 
communication was almost even, each member talked freely and there 
was humor and laughter in the group all through the exercise. The 
Nigerian group took quite some time to argue about who should be 
leader and what should be done. Members were able to disagree 
freely even with the leader. The above situations agree with the 
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U.S.A. medium power distance and Nigeria's low power distance. 
On the issue of individualism/collectivism. the findings from 
both sources were consistent. The Nigerians and the Chinese both 
posted high collectivism in the questionnaire responses and in the 
simulation both were seen to use the collective approach. During 
planning in both cultures, the members planned together and executed 
the project together. For the U.S.A. group, as in the questionnaire 
responses where they posted high individualism, they were seen in the 
simulation to use an individual approach in both planning and 
designing the project before working together. 
Contrary to expections, the Americans did not come out high on 
the issue of masculinity. In the questionnaire, a medium low 
masculinity score was posted and this was consistent with the 
simulation even when half way through the project, action (power) 
tilted towards the females. As for the Nigerians and the Chinese 
who both posted higher masculinity in the questionnaire, the outcome 
of process observation in the simulation collaborate the above. The 
females in both groups talked less than the males, they were also 
assigned duties that were less critical in both groups, i.e. duties 
like time keeper and quality control. 
Before concluding this analysis, it is necessary to bring into 
focus the highlights in this study. The issue of the deposed 
Chinese leader is a highlight worthy of mention, here we see a leader 
deposed five minutes into the simulation exercise, an alternative 
leader appointed but the deposed leader blended into the group 
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without hard feelings. 
A few minutes after this change the group 
continued to operate and function without any indication of such 
interruption. During the feedback session, the deposed leader w: 
asked how he felt and he indicated he was relieved the group 
appointed somebody who was able to do the job better than himself 
The other Chinese members were not surprised the deposed leader 
blended easily into the group. The Chinese members indicated thjat 
it doid not matter who waxs leaderas long as the most qualified 
person is chosen. There is the general feeling within the group 
that whatever function each member is given is geared towards the 
general good and welfare. 
Another highlight worthy of analysis is the issue of male/female 
power relations as was recorded in the American group. It was 
recorded that half way through the simulation exercise, the entire 
operation was moved over to the end of the table where the three 
females sat. Although this incident may not be sufficient for one 
to speculate upon, it maybe an indication of shifting power relations 
in the society. 
Finally, the outcome of the statistical analysis is a good note 
on which this section should be concluded. In the analysis of 
variance where differences between and within groups was probed, an 
interesting but consistent outcome was recorded; it was noticed that 
both the Nigerian and the American groups are significantly different 
from the Chinese group. 
CHAPTER VI 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Now that the time has come to draw this study to a close, to pull 
together the threads of thought into a meaningful whole it is 
necessary to go back to the statement of purpose as outlined in 
Chapter I. The main purpose for undertaking this study has been to 
introduce and apply a model of leadership study that can account for 
different leadership behavior patterns. The main thrust was to 
introduce a variable usually left out in previous studies, i.e., 
culture, as a means of accounting for different leadership behaviors 
found in different cultures. 
The process of pulling together threads of thought in this study 
is guided by the following now popular questions outlined by Roberts 
(1970) that should govern useful research. These are: 
a« From this research, do we know anything new? 
b. Are investigations guided by theoretical principles 
that suggest relevant questions? 
c. Are the methodological approaches useful? 
This study has without doubt provided something new. Leadership 
styles were reclassified into Leader in Front, Leader in the Center, 
and Leader Behind. This classification lends itself to universal or 
international usage because it is void of the connotations or value 
judgements that characterized earlier classification, i.e. 
autocratic, democratic, laissez faire, etc. The earlier 
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classifications were understandable hence the authors were writing 
for mostly the western world and without doubt those classifications 
satisfied the western culture. A close look at some of the more 
recent and popular classifications, i.e., McGregor's (1960) Theory x 
versus Theory y; Likert's (1967) System 4; Blake and Mouton's 
Managerial Grid (1973), and Hersey and Blanchard's (1969) Situational 
Leadership, show that they all have one main underlying concept. 
They all advocate participation in the leader's decisions by his/her 
followers/subordinates (participative management). As was seen in 
the evidence cited in this study, these theories were all written 
from a medium power distance position which neither satisfies the 
Nigerians at low power distance nor the Chinese at high power 
distance positions. This study is also one of the few that have 
used culture as an intervening variable, this implies that all the 
other variables were viewed through the lens culture. 
In order to use culture as the intervening variable, Hofstede’s 
(1980) dimensions of culture, i.e., Power Distance, Uncertainty, 
Avoidance, Masculinity/Femininity and Collectivism/Individualisra were 
used. This study has presented empirical evidence that culture is a 
dominant factor, and perhaps the determinant in shaping leadership 
styles or behaviors in a given country or culture and has therefore 
presented the theoretical rationale for using the dimensions of 
culture as the intervening variable. This line of thought agrees 
with Chowdhry (1966) who at an international conference on social and 
cultural factors in management development, observed that: 
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"Management subjects like administrative practices 
are especially culture-bound and require to be 
understood in relation to the social and economic 
environment of the country. 
On the theoretical principles, the concept of attribution is the 
underpinning assumption that guided this research. A theory that 
traces its roots to theoretical statements on phenomenal causality 
made by Heider (1944). It is concerned with how people explain 
things that happen, "it is a way of explaining to outrselves why 
things happen in the world," (Heider, 1958). It is an established 
fact that there are many ways of perceiving things or issues and 
given many possibilities we all take certain cues from the 
environment and interpret them in meaningful ways to ourselves and 
others. This choice of conceptual or theoretical model stems from 
the ability of attribution to help expand the scope of analysis and 
be able to bring in other variables which aid complex multivariate 
analysis that help determine their interactive effects. In essence 
therefore, the following represent the theoretical assumptions behind 
the study: 
1. All behavior is rational and logical from the 
perspective of the behaver. 
2. The environment in which a person lives causes 
him/her to attend to certain things more than 
others. When a person is reinforced for 
discriminating among certain stimuli, and not 
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reinforced for other discriminations, the person 
learns from the environment certain ways of 
selecting and organizing perceptions. 
3. Individuals from one culture may be totally 
unfamiliar with certain activities or designs 
common to another culture. 
4. Each culture develops a system for communicating, 
including language, symbols, and art. These 
can influence perceptual processes by stressing 
some aspects of the environment over others, 
or by emphasizing certain ways of classifying 
the environment. 
5. Effective leader behavior is based on attempts 
to understand why subordinates behave in a 
particular manner and this attempt to understand 
is done through certain lenses or causal attributes. 
6. Culture and norms are internalized as each new 
generation passes through the process of socialization, 
therefore, culture is a reservoir of differences 
and continuous resilience. 
The multiple approach methodology used in this study proved 
suitable since very limited samples were involved. This method was 
based on the group feedback analysis process, a multiple approach to 
the measurement of peoples disposition made popular by Heller (1968). 
This involved the use of a questionnaire that lends itself to 
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rigorous statistical analysis: a simulation of real organization 
where behavior patterns were observed and analyzed and a final 
feedback session where the opinions of those being analyzed were 
sought. Observations and conclusions reached were confirmed or 
rejected by those involved. The rationale here is that only those 
that come from a definite culture can actually translate issues in 
that culture. The advantages of this approach were discussed 
elsewhere in this study but suffice it to restate that this approach 
has the unique ability of handling psychologically complex materials 
with greater confidence. 
In essence therefore, the theory of leadership study as 
introduced in this study as a quest for a conceptual paradigm that 
does not only demystify the concept leadership but also lends itself 
to universal usage is useful. 
It is important to point out at this stage that though references 
were made all through this study to Nigerians, Americans and Chinese, 
the references are for those involved in this study and not the 
general populance of each of those countries. 
Implications 
The implications for a study of this nature though carried out at 
very limited level is usually far reaching. A casual bystander 
would want to know why. The reason is obvious, the subject, 
culture, is all encompassing and without doubt is the core of all 
societal norms that lead to political, organizational and even 
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intellectual structures and processes in people's perception of 
reality. In trying to translate the conclusions reached in this 
study into recommendations or implication for action, this researcher 
without doubt goes a step or two beyond the relative safe ground of 
measured data. The implications of this study may be considered at 
a number of different levels. 
Firstly, within each cultural level, this study has indicated 
there are no universal solutions to leadership issues because 
different cultures make different demands on their leaders. 
a. Leadership: As was indicated earlier, it is impossible 
for one to view leaders differently from the culture in 
which they operate. This means that effort be made to 
understand the main philosophical issues driving each 
culture. From data in this study, this researcher has the 
hunch that the driving philosophic issues that drive the 
three cultures studied here are, cooperation for the 
Chinese, competition for the U.S. group and a mixture 
of competition and cooperation for the Nigerian group. 
The data here is insufficient to accept this as factual 
but this offers itself as a vital topic for further 
research. As was indicated earlier, there is no one 
universal solution to leadership issues, this means 
that those scholars and practitioners who in the past 
extrapolated about leadership or management solutions 
and even made effort to export such solutions erred. 
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The failure of MBO (Management by Objectives) in France, 
and in some countries of Africa, Nigeria inclusive, is a 
case in hand. It is a fact that any attempt to transfer 
leadership skills which ignores the values of the people 
has little chance of success. The reason as stated 
elsewhere in this study is that theories developed to 
explain leadership behaviors reflect national culture 
of the author and so do techniques that are suggested 
for implementing them. 
k* Organizational Design: In the area of organizational 
design, Hofstede (1981) pointed out that a combination 
of power distance and uncertainty avoidance typical for 
a country's culture affects the structure of organization 
that will work best in the culture. It is recommended that 
each country s culture rule the following categories: 
- The kind of categories the labor force is 
broken into. 
- Work structuring and coordination. 
- The career system and the way 
individuals get ahead. 
c. Leader Training and Development: The data from this study 
has given an indication that it is possible to determine 
exactly what it takes to be a successful leader in each 
culture. A word of caution is called for over the 
importation and exportation of the American Style 
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organization development and management development. 
In the U.S.A. because of the leader in the center 
style, organization development uses techniques of 
stimulating interpersonal openness and feedback, from 
what we know now, this will without doubt meet with 
problems if an attempt is made to use that process in 
China or Nigeria. In a place like Nigeria it may be 
necessary in organization development their own style 
to concentrate on the task rather than interpersonal 
issues. In the Chinese style organizational development 
it may be necessary to treat all action and feedback from 
the person seen as the superior. 
Secondly at the intercultural level, the data here simply 
supports the notion that no particular culture is inherently better 
or worse than another, just different and unique. This implies that 
it will be more satisfying at the intercultural level when people 
make effort to communicate, to enter into interpersonal 
relationships, to perceive and deal with differences. This is more 
true today than ever before with the increase in the number of 
international organizations like the UNO, World Council of Churches, 
International Labor Office, etc., as well as the multinational 
organizations like IBM, Mitsubishi, the Roman Catholic Church, etc. 
In these organizations it is possible to turn cultural differences 
into synergy thereby creating unity in diversity. 
CHAPTER VII 
SUGGESTION FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
This study to a large extent has been an exploration into a new 
area in that a variable (culture), usually overlooked or avoided 
because of its complexities, was applied. It is hoped that this 
will awaken more interest in this area and should this happen, this 
study like most respectable studies ends by a call for further 
research. To aid this effort, this researcher would wish to revisit 
the methodology taking into cognizance the unfinished business and 
jagged edges encountered during the study. 
The Methodology Revisited 
The method or approach for data collection and analysis in this 
study was the multiple approach. This involved a questionnaire for 
which hard statistical analysis was done. There was also a 
simulation exercise which created a real-life situation that offered 
the opportunity to observe behavior. Finally, in a feedback 
session, data collected in the study were discussed with each 
cultural group thereby correcting some erroneous conclusions made. 
The following methodology presented here remains basically the same, 
with minute changes only this time with greater clarity on the steps: 
Stage I: This stage involves the questionnaire. Samples selected 
from the different cultures are made to respond to a 
questionnaire designed to probe the dimensions of culture for 
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Which hard statistical analysis is done. The out come of the 
questionnaire is kept in readiness for the final feedback 
session. 
—age 11: This steP involves a simulation exercise where each 
cultural group is exposed to a real life situation of 
organizing themselves, planning and executing real work. 
Each group cooperating separately (and extra effort is made to 
remove any sense of competition with any other group) is 
introduced to the game. It is suggested that a research 
assistant who must be from each cultural group (already 
adequately trained) conducts this session. This is necessary 
so questions and any confusions be tackled from 
a cultural perspective. Each group is asked to select a leader 
whichever way they want in accordance with their cultural 
norms. After the selection, the research assistants fade 
into the background and allow the leaders to conduct the rest of 
the exercise the way they see fit. On the completion of 
the construction of the warehouse, participants respond to a 
short questionnaire to find out how they rated the performance 
of their leader. Each team holds a discussion of its leader’s 
behavior and their own feelings about the outcome of their 
work. 
Stage III: This stage consists of a discussion of results obtained 
in Stages I and II. Each cultural group is given the 
highlights of the study and the basic conclusions reached and are 
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allowed to comment and correct notions or ideas that do not 
reflect what they intended. Effort is made further at this 
stage to probe leader expectations and subordinate/follower 
disposition. 
Stages II and III are video-taped and content analysis of the 
tape transcipt is done first individually by each research assistant 
and the researcher and finally there is discussion where a final 
outcome is agreed upon. 
The following instruments are recommended for use in data 
collection from the video transcript of the simulation exercise: 
1. Leadership rating sheet (see Appendix). 
2. Bales Group Interaction Observation Sheet. This 
is used to find out the nature of interaction 
between subordinates and to get an insight into 
the general disposition of subordinates (see Appendix). 
3. Communication pattern between leader/subordinates and among 
subordinates. 
4. Time-chart of leadership selection process, planning and 
execution of the project. 
5. Type of selection process. 
6. Role assignment of both the male and female participants. 
7. The seating arrangement. 
8. Non-verbal interactions should be recorded, so in feedback 
session, participants are asked to explain. 
9. The general atmosphere or style of operation of each 
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group is captured, i.e., the humor, level of friendliness, 
willingness to help each other, etc. 
10. High points of each group, i.e. where there were unique or 
unusual occurrences, i.e., change or challenge of 
leadership, extended arguments, shift in power base, etc. 
Data Analysis 
The questionnaire responses are statistically analyzed, producing 
a simple measure of variance in terms of each group's disposition 
towards the four dimensions of culture. This is used to confirm or 
question the outcome of the simulation. Care should be taken to 
ensure that datafrom both sources are adequately matched, i.e.: 
Questionnaire 
1. Power distance. 




Leader selection style, 
communication style between 
leader and followers, role- 
assignment style, need for 
leader to take charge and give 
directives. 
Seating arrangement. 
Time limits, role assignment 
based on specialty or expert 
knowledge, emphasis on planning 
and execution of project, and 
how long each step took. 
Role assignment, emphasis on 
achievement, etc. 
Emphasis on competition, project 
planning and execution style, 
etc. 
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Finally, this researcher would wish to call for further research 
In the following related areas that would augment the strides made in 
this study. 
1. What issues would account for the training and development 
of leaders qualified to operate in multicultural settings? 
This is most desirable at this stage in human development 
when everybody is linked one way or the other. The U.N.O 
is regarded as a toothless bulldog only because its 
operations are sabotaged by countries who, because they 
do not understand others cultures, regard them as enemies. 
2. What cultural norms and processes should account for the 
transfer of theories, styles and knowledge from one 
culture to another? 
3. What are the implications of the cooperation, competition, 
a combination of competition and cooperation on leadership? 
APPENDIX I 




The Construction Gamp 
Objective: To explore how and why leaders are selected and the ways 
in which they set goals, build effective teams, achieve 
objectives, and also determine how effective they are in carrying 
them out. 
The Game In Brief: Each cultural group, under the supervision of its 
research assistant, selects one person as its leader. Each team 
is encouraged to select a leader as it would in its own culture. 
The groups are invited to bid on the construction of a warehouse 
and to submit estimates on the time required to build it and the 
methods to be employed. A set of specifications and performance 
criteria is given to each group leader. The bids are so close 
(the research reports) that each group will be awarded the 
contract to build the warehouse. On completing the warehouse, 
participants discuss the style of each group leader and why that 
person was selected. 
Observer Rating ShePt- 
How effective was your team leader in: 
1. Helping the members of your group 
to reach agreement on the method 
of construction? . 
2. Defining what each person's role 
(contribution, responsibility) 
would be? . 
3. Getting the input of each person in 
arriving at a goal (time estimate)? 
4. Recognizing the needs of team 
members during construction? 
(Clarifying, avoiding duplication)? 
5. Keeping everyone involved and busy 
during construction? . 
6. Maintaining a competitive spirit by 
checking to see how the other teams 
were doing? . 
7. Reminding the group of the goal 
periodically and reporting progress 
toward it (e.g., by keeping time - 
"one minute" ... "two minutes," etc.)? 
8. Harnessing skills/knowledge that 
emerged in your group? . 
9. Maintaining a positive attitude of 
success throughout the game? . 
10. Winning? (Every team can be a winner 
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bales ipa data collection instrument key 
INTERACTION CATEGORY 
descriptions 
1. Seems Friendly 
Shows solidarity, raises other’s 
status, gives help, rewards. 
2. Dramatizes 
Jokes, laughs, shows satisfaction. 
3. Agrees 
Indicates understanding, complies, 
concurs (may include nodding head) 
4. Gives Suggestions 
Communicates/directs group to 
task problems. 
5. Gives Opinion 
Evaluates, analyzes, expresses 
wishes and feelings. 
6. Gives Information Reports factual or verifiable 
observations or experiences. 
7. Asks for Information Requests factual report. 
8. Asks for Opinions Seeks statements involving 
beliefs, values, insights or 
understanding. 
9. Asks for Suggestions Requests guidance in the problem¬ 
solving process in a neutrally 
emotional tone. 
10. Disagrees Rejects statements by others to 
include information, opinions 
and suggestions. 
11. Shows Tension Exhibits conflict vis a vis 
appearing perturbed, concerned, 
alarmed and disconcerted. 
12. Seems Unfriendly Demonstrates very slight signs of 
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1. Have sufficient time 
left for your personal 
or family life? 
2. Have challenging tasks 
to do, from which you 
can get a personal sense 
of accomplishment? 
3. Have little tension and 
stress on the job? 
4. Have good physical 
working conditions (good 
ventilation and lighting, 
adequate work space, 
etc. )? 
5. Have a good working 
relationship with your 
direct superior? 
6. Have security of employ¬ 



























































7. Have considerable 
freedom to adopt your 
own approach to the 123 45 
job? 
8. Work with people who 
cooperate well with 123 45 
one another? 
9. Be consulted by your 
direct superior in his/ 123 45 
her decisions? 
10. Make a real contribution 
to the success of your 1 
company or organization? 
11. Have an opportunity 
for high earnings? 1 
12. Serve your country? 1 
13. Live in an area 
desirable to you and 1 
your family? 
14. Have an opportunity 
for advancement to 1 
higher level jobs? 
15. Have an element of 
variety and adventure 1 
in the job? 
16. Work in a prestigious, 









































































17. Have an opportunity 
for helping other 
people? 
18. Work in a well-defined 
job situation where 
the requirements are 
clear? 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
The descriptions below apply to three different types of 
manager. first, please read through these descriptions: 
Manager 1: Usually makes decisions and announces 
them. Expects subordinates to carry 
out the decisions loyally and without 
raising difficulties. 
Manager 2: Usually presents problems, gets sugges¬ 
tions from subordinates, and makes deci¬ 
sions . 
Manager 3: Usually permits subordinates to function 
within limits defined by superior. 
19. Now, for the above types of manager, please mark 
the one which you would prefer to work under (circle 
one answer number only): 
1. Manager 1 
2. Manager 2 
3 . Manager 3 
126. 
20 And to which one of the above three* * 








He/she does not correspond closely to any of them 
21. How often do you feel nervous or tense at work? 




5. I never feel this way 
Please indicate your degree of agreement or disagreement 
W1th the following statements: 
P 
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22. A company or organization's 
rules should not be broken-- 
it is in the organization's 
best interests. 
23. Most people can be trusted. 
24. Quite a few employees have 
an inherent dislike of work 
and will avoid it if they 
1 2 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
can. 
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25. A large corporation is 
generally a more desirable 
place to work than a small 1 2 3 4 5 
company. 
26. How.frequently, in your work environment, are sub¬ 
ordinates afraid to express disagreement with the-'r 
superiors? 




5. Very seldom 
27. How long do you think you will continue working 
for this company or organization? 
1. Two years at the most 
2. From two to five years 
3. More than five years (but I probably will leave 
before I retire) 

















problems occur? in your experience, do the following 
28. Employees being afraid to 
express disagreement with 
their managers. 
29. Being unclear on what your 
duties and responsibilities 
are. 
30. People above you getting' 
involved in details of your 
job which should be left 
to you. 
31. Some groups of employees 
looking down upon ether 
groups of employees. 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 




























32. A corporation should have 
a major responsibility for 
the health and welfare of 
its employees and their 
immediate families. 
33. Having interesting work to 
do is just as important to 
most people as having high 
earnings. 
34. Competition among employees 
usually does more harm than 
good. 
35. Employees lose respect for 
a manager who asks them for 
their advice before he makes 
a final decision. 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
36. Employees in industry should 
participate more in the 1 
decisions made by management. 
37. Decisions made by individuals 
are usually of higher quality 1 
than decisions made by groups. 
38. A corporation should do as 
much as it can to help solve 
society's problems (poverty, 1 
discrimination, pollution, 
etc. ) 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
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39. Staying with one company for 
a long time is usually the 
best way to get ahead in 1 2 3 4 5 
business. 
40. Company rules should not 
be broken--even when the 
employee thinks it is in 1 234 5 
the company's best interests. 
41. Most employees in industry 
prefer to avoid responsi¬ 
bility, have little ambition, ^ 2345 




How old are you? 
1. Under 20 
2. 20-24 





8. 60 or over 
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